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What are we doing in Kosovo? 


Why are “Bomber” Blair and “Cruise” Cook 
so willing — almost to the point of seeming 
eager — to risk valuable British lives in Kosovo? 

There are several reasons, in our view. First 
of all, Britain wants to be seen to back the 
United States. More specifically, Blair wants 
to back his close friend Clinton. Another 
reason for the fighting is that NATO is an 
organisation desperately seeking a raison 
d’étre. But there seem to be more profound 
reasons. Even an arrogant government like 
the present one would need to have some 
more pretexts for bombing a traditional ally 
and helping to expand Muslim power in 
Europe than distracting attention from 
Clinton’s personal problems. 

For instance, it has already become 
obvious (in respect of the single currency) 
that Blair wants to consign the UK to the 
good, old-fashioned Marxist “dustbin of 
history”. Now, his liking for monetary union 
appears to have transmogrified itself into a 
liking for a common European defence and 
foreign policy as well. It has been noted by 
many commentators that this country has no 
strategic interest in Serbia/Kosovo; what has 
been less commented upon is that Blair cited 
the necessity of stabilising Europe’s borders 
when announcing the air strikes. This change 
of emphasis is ominous to those concerned 
with maintaining British freedom of action. 

Another possible motivation for “Bomber” 
and “Cruise” is that they are attacking the 
concept of patriotism itself, as represented 
in this case by the Serbs, whose undoubted 
excesses and unreasonableness, combined 
with their lack of skill in public relations, 
makes them easy to caricature as bloodthirsty 
barbarians. Labour of course believes that ever 
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shifting, ever vaguer, ever more far-reaching 
“international law” should always take 
precedence over national or local laws. 
Labour is sentimentally and politically com- 
mitted to the “ideals” of multiculturalism and 
humanitarianism, ideals which they think are 
personified in the Bosnian state and in the 
tragic Muslim refugees presently pouring over 
the borders of all the neighbouring states. 
To the Labour hierarchy, the very idea of 
self-determination is anathema (unless the 
self-determination is sought by non-Europeans, 
non-Christians or Leftists). 

We must think urgently about what we 
are doing there and how it might be ended 
quickly. Either NATO must withdraw com- 
pletely to let the local peoples sort out their 
own problems for themselves or, if this is 
thought politically impossible, then NATO 
troops should be used sensibly — perhaps to 
supervise an orderly transfer of populations 
to new autonomous regions or independent 
states with generally recognised borders. The 
essential problem in Kosovo (and other parts 
of the Balkans) is the forced proximity of peo- 
ples who have been committing atrocities 
against each other for centuries. Let them be 
pulled apart gently but firmly, with the zeal- 
ots on both sides neutralised; let the lines 
between them all be patrolled by UN or NATO 
soldiers; let sensible people on both sides talk 
under the supervision of a neutral umpire; let 
Westerners salve their consciences by con- 
tributing towards the costs of resettlement. 

In this way, and probably in no other, the 
unhappy Balkans may finally be able to cast 
off the dead weight of the past, and we may 
be able to disengage with dignity. Q 
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he key principle that has been 

deliberately neglected during the at- 
tempts by a Spanish judge to extradite 
Pinochet to stand trial on human rights 
charges was that of equal justice. 

Pinochet’s alleged crimes were no worse, 
were less extensive and, in the long run, 
less destructive of order and democracy than 
those of the many dictators, ex-dictators, and 
totalitarian officials and terrorists of all 
descriptions who regularly travel in and out 
of Europe with impunity. There has never 
been any attempt to arrest or extradite these 
gross violators of human rights. The reason 
for this failure is that they enjoy consider- 
able sympathy among the Left-wing élites 
of the European countries — Europe’s morally 
perverse, politically correct politicians quite 
out of touch with the people who elect them 
and also unaccountable judges and officials 
in many countries. Pinochet was picked on 
because, and only because, he was a hate- 
figure for the Left. His real crime was that 
unlike Pol Pot, or the ‘heroic’ rulers of North 
Korea, China or Cuba, he gave Chile law 
and order and unprecedented economic 
growth based on the free market and also 
voluntarily returned Chile to democracy. 

For Leftists, it is acceptable to commit 
Auden’s “necessary murders”, millions of 
them if needs be, in order to establish or 
maintain a socialist tyranny like Lenin’s 
thousand year (well, er, actually seventy five) 
Marxist Reich or to be a terrorist, shooting 
and bombing civilians at random. Such 
people may be criticised for their excesses 
and a degree of political distance established 
from them but the idea that ‘progressives’ 
of this kind should be arrested, prosecuted 
and punished is unthinkable to the Lefties. 
There is no double standard like a socialist 
double standard. 

Pinochet was at risk because he brought 
in free market economists, the ‘Chicago 
boys’ to advise him, which led to a disgrace- 
ful hostile demonstration by Leftists at the 
ceremony awarding the Nobel Prize to 
Milton Friedman in Stockholm. If Pinochet 
had been advised by the equivalents of the 
Myrdals, Tibor Varna or Maurice Dobb, the 
Leftists would not have cared a jot about his 
alleged human rights violations. 

Pinochet’s other offence against progres- 
sive thought was that he came to power 
through a military coup, thus once again 
completing the replacement of democracy 
by military rule throughout the south of 
South America — Argentina, Uruguay and 
Chile. Yet in each case the recent fragility 
of democracy there was not so much a 
product of military intervention but of 
economically inept Leftist governments who 
had spent and nationalised and protected 
their way into bankruptcy and hyperinflation, 
and of ultra-Left urban terrorism. The 
killings, bombings, torture and kidnapping 
carried out by privileged upper-middle class- 
student Marxists, such as the Tupamaros in 
Uruguay, were never condemned by Leftists 
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Christie Davies argues that we must systematically hunt down 
socialist killers 











in Europe, but explained away as an almost 
natural response to the prevailing social 
system. When local armies intervened to 
resolve an intolerable degree of private 
violence against state and citizens alike their 
admittedly excessively violent response was 
condemned as a gross violation of human 
rights. And so it was, but no more so than 
the earlier lawless killings by the Leftists 
who provoked the coups, coups that might 
be regarded as a ‘natural’ response to an 
impending collapse of the social order. 
The British Leftists gain support for their 
pro-terrorist bias by invoking the myth of 
the benign bandit such as that of the British 
arboreal redistributive, bias-to-the-poor 
Mafioso, Robin Hood, his liberation theology 
supporter, fat Friar Tuck and his pituitory 
challenged chief thug Little John. Robin 
Hood is now so politically correct that in 
recent films he has a black gang member, 
presumably a slave of the Moors brought 
back from the Crusades. It would have been 
more appropriate for a black actor to play 
the Sheriff of Nottingham, for at the time 





when the film was released, the real and 
contemporary Sheriff of Nottingham, Eng- 
land, was an amiable and respected West 
Indian. The chance of Robin Hood really 
having a black hitman in racist medieval 
England was about as high as that of Friar 
Tuck becoming Pope. Anyway Robin Hood 
either never existed or was derived from an 
earlier myth about Scottish highwaymen, 
which amounts to much the same thing. 
You would think that the Italians with 
their experiences of the Red Brigade terror, 
the kidnapping and murder of Aldo Moro 
and the (by origin) anti-landlord violence of 
the Mafia would know better, but their 
refusal to extradite the Kurdish rebel leader 
Abdullah Ocalan to Turkey to stand trial for 
alleged human rights offences showed that 
they have learned nothing. But then Ocalan 
is perceived as a Leftist and as a ‘freedom 


fighter’ and so it doesn’t matter what he 
has done. He can’t be treated really like 
Pinochet but must be cherished as cordially 
as a ‘peace process’ IRA terrorist. Leftists only 
believe in socialist justice, not equal justice. 

The same point may be made about the 
Leftists’ refusal to encourage or to permit 
the extradition of offenders against human 
rights, including murders, torture and 
abduction committed during the Communist 
period in eastern Europe. Swedish officials 
in particular have urged that no action should 
be taken because “we shouldn’t gloat” at 
the downfall of communism. The KGB men 
who planned the murder of Georgi Markov, 
the BBC’s Bulgarian broadcaster, killed in 
London by a poisoned umbrella, are not 
being pursued. The request by Polish pros- 
ecutors for the extradition of Mrs Helena 
Brus, a military prosecutor under the 
Communists, to face charges of alleged 
violation of human rights is being processed 
in Britain with all deliberate sloth, an 
instance of that famous British legal institu- 
tion, Fabius Tortus (tortoise). Legitimate 
Arab states rightly complain that Britain is 
a haven for radical terrorists working against 
them but Jack Straw, so keen to harm 
Pinochet, does nothing seriously to curb 
their activities. 

Left-wing offenders against human 
rights, whether governmental or freelance 
terrorists, will never be pursued and brought 
to justice until an institution exists officially 
dedicated to this specific purpose. Amnesty 
International is not enough. We need a pros- 
ecuting organisation based in Europe and 
America whose members are convinced not 
only that murder, torture and kidnapping are 
vile but that the pursuit of socialism, which 
is itself vile, makes them even viler. It would 
identify socialists and terrorists hiding in 
cosy exile in democratic countries or travel- 
ling the world, document their crimes and 
bring them to trial either in their country of 
residence or in their country of origin or by 
any court in a third country with a claim to 
jurisdiction. The Pinochet farce provides a 
chance to punish socialist offenders against 
rights, however long ago, and in this way to 
expose the evils of socialism. We can only 
obtain equal justice by pursuing these social- 
ist offenders with a degree of relentless 
vigour equal to that employed by the Left 
wing elite against “reactionary” targets. 
Apathy tempered by Leftist bias is not 
enough. We must systematically hunt down 
the socialist killers. Q 
Professor Christie Davies holds a PhD in 
Social and Political Sciences from Cambridge 
University and is the author of many books 
and articles on contemporary political issues 
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Rural reflections 








Derek Turner meets country writer and Daily Telegraph columnist R W F Poole 





What have been the major changes in British 
agriculture over the last 50 years? 


The single biggest impact on agriculture was our going into 
the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP). That completely turned 
agriculture around, in my opinion. It made it economically viable 
to plough up land that had never been ploughed before - so 
the old grasses and the old meadows went. People started 
growing corn and doing things where it would not have been 
economically viable to do these things before. Although there 
have been domestic subsidies since the last war, the CAP 
really got the British farmer onto the continental treadmill. 
Now we’re paying for it. The CAP has moved farmers from 
the traditional way of farming to intensive agriculture. It did 
farmers very well for 20 years or so but now it has dumped 
them. Across the EU as a whole they are talking about 2.8 
million family farms vanishing as a consequence of the CAP. 


What have been the effects on your area in 
Northumberland? 


The biggest effect has been the turning off of labour; there 
are far fewer people working on the land today. The other 
thing that ties in with this is the Invasion of the Cottage 
Snatchers. When | moved there, our little local village was 
entirely lived in by local people, most of whom were involved 
in farming, and now there isn’t one left. | feel very strongly 
that proper provision is not being made to allow people whose 
families have lived in an area to live and stay and work in that 
area. 


What kind of measures would you like to see adopted 
to protect the British countryman and countrywoman? 


One thing | would like to see is landowners putting land into 
some kind of land bank or housing trust, on which houses 
could be built, to be owned by the trust and kept for local 
people. There should be positive discrimination in favour of 
local people. Those who lived in them couldn't sell the 
properties; they would be tenants for life. 


What do you think of genetically modified food? 


| don’t know really — I’m not sure I’ve thought it through. 
After all, we’ve been messing about with genes for as long as 
we've known what they are. If you have a breeding policy for 
horses, dogs or sheep, | suppose you are a sort of genetic 
engineer because you use the bloodlines for your own 
benefit. All | know is that once you start messing around with 
Mother Nature, she has a nasty way of putting her knee in 
your crotch. That, | suspect, is what will happen. 


How can farmers be persuaded to switch to organic 
methods of farming? 


Money! If he wants to change from normal farming to organic, 
the farmer has got a five year interim period to face and he 
has to earn a living during that period. The first thing he needs 
to do is to drop his stocking rate as he has to keep pure stock 
on which to make a profit, and then there are all sorts of 
hoops he has to jump through in order to get his environmental 
seal. | think a lot of farmers would be happy to change — they 
would have an easier life once it was established. The basic 
difficulty is that everyone says “Ooh, organic? Wonderful!” 
but when it comes to shopping, the housewife goes for the 
cheapest. Organic meats and products are, and maybe always 
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Books: Hunting: An Introduction, A Backwoodsman’s Year, 
The Rustic Scribe, Arthur James and I, The Cheviot Ranter, 
and The Fox’s Prophecy. He is a regular columnist and 
contributor to the Daily Telegraph and other publications 


will be, more expensive. 


What drives the campaign to ban foxhunting? 


It's partly the ‘Bambi syndrome’; people’s views of animals 
have been shaped by the doctrine of animal rights. Animal 
rights believers presume that all animals are in fact human 
beings in furry coats and therefore that they have the same 
thought processes and emotions as humans. This is, of course, 
complete nonsense! This is the perception you are struggling 
against. 

The other factor you are struggling against is that there is 
something in the English character that says that if somebody 
enjoys something you don’t enjoy then you should form a 
society to stop it. There is a deep-seated puritanism in our 
character which we exported to America; they are now 
having their revenge by sending it back to us as political 
correctness. | can’t believe how any sensible person can 
believe in political correctness, but a lot of people do. This 
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Mike Scott — North News & Pictures 


means that there are lots of psychologically emasculated young 
men around. 


As a former Master of Foxhounds, what have been 
your experiences of hunt saboteurs? 


I've only ever come across them once. It was a minor demon- 
stration — mostly shouting, but one of them fell over — 
completely accidentally, of course! They tend to be based in 
the big cities, and are co-ordinated by the Animal Liberation 
Front. They are often active within universities where they 
can get lots of cannon-fodder. 


Why do you admire the great hunting author, RS 
Surtees? What other country writers do you admire? 


Surtees is funny. But the hunting stories aside, he is also a 
fascinating social chronicler of rural England at that time. There 
really is no other such social historian, but he is often thought 
of as just a hunting author. Anyone who hasn’t read Surtees 
should certainly explore it. Richard Jefferies is certainly high 
on my list. So is Dennis Watkins Pitchford (“BB”). [Evening 
Standard editor] Max Hasting’s father Donald was a fine rural 
writer, but there isn’t a Surtees around at the moment. 


What do you think of the anti-roads protestors? 


| am sympathetic to some of their aims, although | can't 
conceive of joining hands with them — even if politics does 
make for strange bedfellows. But they have been very 
effective, and we must learn the lessons they have taught us. 


Are we likely to see any more Countryside Marches? 


The Countryside Alliance has been in limbo recently, and is 
not planning any marches at the moment. But if it is required, 
you will see an even bigger march than the last one. There is 
much more of a feeling of belligerence in the countryside than 
| have ever seen before. It is definitely true to say that there 
will be more visible protests in the countryside, and there is of 
course a very thin line between protest and actual violence. 


You have said, in your 1995 edition of DW Nash’s 
polemical poem The Fox’s Prophecy, that the 
Conservative Party is “the party of spivs” and that the 
Labour and Liberal Democrat Parties are “vermin 
beds”. Does this mean that you would like to see the 
emergence of a new political party? 
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All sorts of new political parties have been tried, but none of 
these have attracted me. | would like to see a rejuvenated and 
properly directed Conservative Party. Whether Mr Hague can 
do it or not | can’t say. | think he’s actually quite a good chap, 
although his underlings in the hierarchy appear to be 
completely hopeless. There has been a considerable disaster 
in agriculture recently, but recently, when | asked three Con- 
servative officials and one MP for the name of the Shadow 
Agriculture Spokesman, nobody knew. | don’t think he’s 
uttered a word through all these trials and tribulations, but 
he’s not alone. | think it is a pretty horrid state of affairs. 
Political parties and publications must take a leading part in 
shaping and expressing public opinion. That is the basis of 
democracy in this country. 


What part have the media played in our national decline? 


| think the media (except the Telegraph!) have /ed it. Take the 
BBC, for instance — any vacancy in the BBC is advertised 
solely in the Guardian. Similar things happen with many jobs 
in the state apparatus; they are advertised in the Guardian 
and/or the Independent only. The people who run the BBC 
and other media and a lot of middle-ranking civil servants 
have mostly been chosen from a fairly small stratum of soci- 
ety, the members of which, unsurprisingly, have similar views 
on everything. It is now going to be extremely difficult to 
change attitudes, because there is a solid Guardian-reading 
bloc — for want of a better way of putting it — which has no 
intention of accepting any attitude other than our present 
dialectical materialism. | don’t think | can name any individual 
who is particularly to blame; it is just an ethos that has grown 
up, an ethos which has both created and been created by 
those who make a parasitical living off the back of the state — 
the social and “outreach” workers, some teachers, all those 
who don’t actually contribute very much to society but who 
get paid from our taxes. 


Are you in favour of withdrawal from the EU? 


Entirely and immediately. All the politicans near the top want 
to get their snouts into the European taxpayers’ trough. They 
don’t want to rock the boat in case they miss a commissioner 
-ship. William Hague’s problem on this issue is that his hands 
are tied to a certain extent by trying to keep his Party in one 
piece. The Party’s wrangling over Europe definitely helped to 
lose it the last election. Q 


Why not advertise in Right Now? 
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Acceptance of any advertisement is dependent on our 
seeing the advertisement copy first. The Editor’s decision 
is final. 




















Right NOW! April/June 1999 5 





ART, ARCHITECTURE AND POLITICS 





Arthur Deramore considers some of the political influences on architecture in the Twentieth Century 





he buildings erected at any one period 

of history provide historians with an 
insight into the civilisation that gave rise 
to them. The same is true of all the arts, 
painting, sculpture, music and literature. 
From the paintings of the cave-dwellers, to 
the Egyptian Pyramids, Greek temples and 
sculpture, Hagia Sophia, Renaissance art, 
Chaucer, Bunyan, Gothic cathedrals and 
Shakespeare’s plays to the present day, 
valuable clues to the nature of the life lived 
by citizens have been left to us. 

The message conveyed by artists, 
musicians and writers is less revealing than 
that of architecture, which has an altogether 
broader patronage. Nevertheless, the paint- 
ings of Picasso or the music of Bartok are 
as evocative of the 20th century as are the 
buildings of Le Corbusier. Architecture 
combines art with engineering and science 
and buildings are seen and used by people 
unconnected with their basic function. In 
the 17th century Sir Henry Wotton wrote: 
“Well building hath three conditions. 
Commodity, Firmness and Delight.” (E/e- 
ments of Architecture, 1624) Of these, the 
last alone is solely an artistic requirement. 

Over the centuries religious beliefs have 
exercised a great influence on the work of 
artists, musicians and architects, but in the 
19th and 20th centuries the influence of 
secular politics has grown. In Britain the 
Industrial Revolution altered the limits 
within which artists and architects work. 
A new class of patron joined the aristo- 
cratic landowners, who had commissioned 
architects such as Sir John Vanbrugh and 
Hawksmoor, a new class which had read 
the works of Gibbon, Boswell, Jane Austen 
and Dickens. They, too, wanted their 
family portraits painted by famous artists, 
but these nouveau riche businessmen also 
required architects to design hitherto 
unknown buildings for their factories, ware- 
houses, railways and, later, civic buildings 
of a new sort. 

The Industrial Revolution also caused 





A spectacularly i, 
unlovely example : 
of the communist 
influence in British 
architecture: the 
Quarry Hill flats in 
Leeds. 

Opened in 1938 
this fortress-like 
structure was 
‘inspired’ by the Karl 
Marx Hof in Vienna, 
where insurrectionists 
held out against Right- 
wing government 
forces in 1934. 

The Quarry Hill flats 
were demolished in 
1978. 





the birth of the Arts and Crafts Movement, 
of which William Morris was a pioneer. 
Although the movement was a reaction 
against new ways of fabricating everyday 
goods in factories by mechanical means 
and was essentially conservationist, 
Morris claimed he was a socialist. Morris 
and the Pre-Raphaelite Brotherhood — 
Holman Hunt, Millais and Rosetti — together 
with architects such as Philip Webb and 
Norman Shaw broke new ground and were 
certainly radicals. In Scotland, Charles 
Rennie Mackintosh designed buildings 
such as the Glasgow School of Art in a 
revolutionary Art Deco style, which 
exhibited some Japanese influence. 

Mackintosh is often credited with 
being the founder of the Modern Move- 
ment in architecture and this may be due 
to the admiration of architects on the Con- 
tinent for his work and that of Charles 
Voysey. There can be no question but that 
the Modern Movement in architecture is 
the child of Europe and emigrated to Brit- 
ain in the 1920s and ’30s. It was there 
that the modern International style devel- 
oped. The Impressionist artists in France 
broke with the Beaux-arts tradition of the 
Paris Salon. The Swiss painter Edouard 
Jeanneret, better known as the architect 
Le Corbusier wrote Vers une Architecture, 
which was translated into English by 
Frederick Etchells and had a tremendous 
impact in the architectural schools and 
with more adventurous young architects 
in Britain. 

The earliest examples of the new 
architecture were built in the south of 
England and were all houses. Burnet, Tait 
and Lorne’s houses at Silver End, Essex 
for the Crittall Window Co, George 
Checkley’s house in Cambridgeshire, 
Connell and Ward’s ‘High and Over’ at 
Amersham were all built before 1934. It 
was between 1933 and 1937 that refu- 
gees from Russia and Germany influenced 
British architects most. Lubetkin and 






























Pilichowski from Russia and Walter 
Gropius, Erich Mendlesohn, and Marcel 
Breuer from Germany were the chief pro- 
ponents. Gropius worked for a while with 
the English architect Maxwell Fry, Breuer 
with Yorke, and Mendelsohn with 
Chermayeff, a White Russian who had 
been educated and lived in Britain. 
Lubetkin stayed in Britain and formed the 
Tecton Group of young British architects, 
who were in the forefront of the Modern 
Movement. Lubetkin was a Communist 
and Tecton was composed of Leftwing 
sympathisers. 

The Architectural Association School 
in Bedford Square, London was the scene 
for a student uprising without violence. 
One student, Richard Llewelyn-Davies, had 
started his architectural training at the 
Cambridge University School of Architecture, 
which did not then qualify an under- 
graduate for associateship of the Royal 
Institute of British Architects (RIBA). At 
Cambridge, he had been one of the ‘Disci- 
ples’, made infamous by Anthony Blunt, 
Guy Burgess and Donald Maclean, and was 
undoubtedly of the political Left. Both he 
and his charming wife were independently 
given life peerages by the Labour Govern- 
ment. Llewelyn-Davies had a powerful and 
persuasive personality, aided by a great gift 
of the gab. Under his influence, the stu- 
dents at the Architectural Association were 
persuaded to demand a change in the 
teaching methods of the school, to aban- 
don individual targeted tuition for group 
working. Projects would no longer be 
assessed according to the merit of one 
designer but merit would be accorded to a 
group of four to six students working 
together. Practising older architects, who 
formed the bulk of the Association’s 
membership, were opposed to the change 
but the students carried the day. Group 
working was introduced in the years 
immediately preceding the outbreak of 
WW2. It resulted in young, recently 
qualified architects forming group practices 
immediately after leaving school without 
having served a short apprenticeship with 
experienced architects in established 
practices. Many of these groups operated 
under an appellative such as Tecton, 
Architects’ Co-partnership or Arcon. 

When Britain declared war against Nazi 
Germany in September 1939, these Left- 
wing Marx-devotees were in a dilemma 
because the USSR was an ally of Germany. 
Many sought refuge in reserved occupa- 
tions and others expressed themselves as 
Conscientious Objectors. When Hitler 
attacked Russia many joined the British 
forces and fought bravely. Llewelyn-Davies 
became chief architect of a railway company 
responsible for designing that railway’s 
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buildings. He wrote a book about industr- 
ialised building methods, pre-fabrication 
and modular-co-ordination which was to 
have a profound effect on post-war school 
buildings. 

In 1945 Britain became governed by a 
Labour Party committed to a programme 
of radical reforms. Being socialists, Minis- 
ters ruled with an overwhelming bureauc- 
racy, which continued war-time licensing 
and rationing for more than three years 
after the war was ended. Building licences 
and material rationing, together with 
draconian planning controls, made private 
architectural practice a frustrating occu- 
pation. Central and local government 
offices expanded like bull-frogs and 
provided the ideal home for clever young 
architects of the Left. Hertfordshire County 
Council was faced with the problem of 
building a vast number of primary and sec- 
ondary schools to accommodate children 
in the new towns of Hemel Hempstead, 
Stevenage and Oxhey. At this time of 
severe shortages of bricks, timber and 
many other traditional building materials, 
Llewelyn-Davies’ advocacy of a programme 
of pre-fabricated, modulated coordinated 
and dry-constructed schools fell on the 
receptive ears of Stirrat Johnson Marshall, 
the Deputy County Architect of Hertford- 
shire. He persuaded the County Architect, 
CH Astin, to recruit a group of bright young 
architects, most of whom had been edu- 
cated at the AA School of Architecture, to 
devise what became known as the HCC 
system of prefabrication based on a 8' 3" 
grid. John Newsome, the County Education 
Officer, was an enthusiastic partner in the 
programme. Such co-operation between 
two local government departments was 
ground breaking and the school building 
programme was an outstanding success, 
exciting praise and admiration throughout 
Europe. That the schools themselves suf- 
fered several teething problems, such as 
leaking roofs, was accepted in the eupho- 
ria engendered by the successful erection 
of the schools against all probability. The 
aesthetic merits of the resultant architec- 
ture are debatable and their maintenance 
has become a burden, as they were in- 
tended to satisfy an immediate demand 
and not last for ever. Essentially, however, 
the whole programme could only have been 
effected under a socialist regime and the 
young architects engaged were of the 
political Left, two being active members 
of the Communist Party of Great Britain 
and many others who may be regarded as 
fellow-travellers. 

Some of these Leftwing students were 
members of the Association of Building 
Technicians and involved the union in 
approaching the County Architect to 
represent them over some grievance they 
nurtured in respect of their employment. 
Aslin was furious and told the Union 
representative to get lost, but it alerted 
him to the presence of the Marxists in his 
Department. Many of them decided to 
move elsewhere and went to the LCC, 











The London Wall development in the City of London. Evidently capitalist 
architecture can be just as de-humanising as the communist variety 


Nottingham CC and the Department of 
Education, where they spread the HCC 
Gospel so well that it brought about the 
Consortium of Local Authorities Special 
Programme (CLASP) which administered 
a system of prefabricated and modular co- 
ordinated construction basically similar to 
the HCC Schools system and which was 
adopted by many government departments, 
such as Education and the War Office, and 
several county councils. The shift of pa- 
tronage, from private to public sources, left 
those architects still practising privately in 
the position of beggars at the rich man’s 
table, waiting for scraps of commissions 
to be thrown down to them. 

Even before 1939, the artistic com- 
munity tended to regard the Conservative 
Party as Philistine and to look upon Labour 
as a Fairy Godmother. After Labour won 
the general election in 1945 the younger 
Leftwing architects in public offices, who 
believed in statism, were granted an 
opportunity to indulge in Soviet-style 
concepts of working class housing in vast 
blocks of flats and housing estates bereft 
of human virtues. These, erected through- 
out the length and breadth of the United 
Kingdom have proved to be a costly fail- 
ure, both financially and, more importantly, 
socially. Many have had to be demolished 
before their useful life was over. 

Left wing and liberal editors and pro- 
ducers have been outstandingly successful 
in ‘dumbing down’ the fare offered to the 
general public. Likewise, modernist archi- 
tects have sought to impose their socialistic 
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visions on society through their own 
medium of expression, a medium both 
subtle and emblematic of the dying cen- 
tury’s dreams of Utopia. The real tragedy 
of the twentieth century is that many 
architects, writers, musicians and artists 
have denied the public at large inspiration 
to reach for the higher civilised values, and 
have instead endeavoured to satisfy the 
most lumpen. QO 


Lord Deramore, MA, RIBA, AADipl is a 
retired architect, and lives in Yorkshire 
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A Leftwing iconoclast 


Rupert Chiarella interviews Hans Janitschek, ex-Secretary General of the Socialist International 





Please give a brief description of your professional 
background and political convictions. 


| am a journalist by profession, but spent ten years in politics 
as Secretary General of the Socialist International, from 1967- 
1976. | was raised a socialist by my father, a very decent man 
who was principal of a high school in a working class district 
of Vienna, and who had a great influence on me. 

But what does “socialist” mean? Socialism then and now 
means to me that social justice and individual freedom must 
be preserved, while compassion for your neighbour commands 
respect for his needs. This leads to the concept of a society in 
which rights are balanced by obligations, the human race is 
regarded as one family and the treasures of the earth belong 
to all. This ideal should be pursued only through democratic 
means, and in the knowledge that it can never be realised 
fully. 


Why have you become disenchanted with the 
conventional Left? 


Presuming that we mean the social democracts who are now, 
after the demise of the Soviet Union, the most influential 
element on the Left, | am disenchanted mainly by their lack of 
commitment to principles and the absence of any genuine 
solidarity between them and movements of the Left elsewhere. 
They have a growing tendency towards populism, following 
the example of Bill Clinton, whose most faithful fellow- 
traveller is Tony Blair (1 speak as a member of the British 
Labour Party). 

The social democrats’ adoption of free market policies and 
globalisation on the terms of the international capitalists is 
also troubling. Where is Labour in this context? Capitalism 
can only flourish in a constructive and beneficial way if it is 
balanced and challenged by an organised labour movement, 
both nationally and internationally. If Labour allows itself to 
become a tool or, even worse, a co-conspirator of global 
speculators, it is doomed. 


Do you regret the seeming death of ideology in modern 
politics? 

Definitely. There is no religion without God and there are no 
political parties without principles. 

Without an ideology, political parties become interest groups 
and marketing tools for individual power-seekers, which leads 
to personality cults and ultimately fascism of the Left, Right 
or Middle. | can see such tendencies in various parts of the 
world, aided by the power of the electronic media. 


Which politicians have shaped your political views? 


When | was young | admired politicians such as Harold Wilson, 
Bruno Kreisky, John F Kennedy and Lee Kuan Yew, but more 
for their style, political skills and success than for their actual 
achievements. Most politicians are driven by the will to 
succeed, the desire to create a legend about themselves and, 
above all, to beat their opponents. Whether they regard 
politics as a gamble, a competition or a circus, it is all about 
winning, regardless of the consequences this has for the souls 
of their respective parties. 

There are exceptions; both Lionel Jospin and Vaclav 
Havel, to take two examples, are sticking to their ideological 
guns regardless of public opinion polls or the fashions of 
the day. 


oO 


What are your reflections on your friend, Austria’s 
Freedom Party leader and recently-elected Carinthian 
governor, Jorg Haider? 


Haider is a very successful spokesman for a number of 
popular demands, such as improved law and order, limits on 
immigration, tax reduction and strong defence. He is not a 
liberal but that does not make him a nationalist. His is a unique 
personality, driven by ambition, curiosity and pride. He would 
be equally successful outside politics — as an entrepreneur, 
for instance. My support for him consists mainly of giving him 
opportunities to meet interesting political and cultural figures 
in America, such as Henry Kissinger and Norman Mailer. Of 
course, by demonstrating my sympathy and even friendship 
for him (I like him personally) he may have been helped 
politically in Austria. But ideologically we are far apart. 
Nevertheless, | could imagine running for President with his 
support or preparing a common platform. He clearly com- 
mands a substantial following among Austria’s working 
people, many of whom never gave up their socialist beliefs 
but who lost confidence in their party. 

However, in politics it is not what is but how it is 
perceived. On occasion, he has presented his ideas under 
circumstances or in such a way that doubts have arisen about 
his sincerity. This may have caused him some credibility 
problems within his own party. But the fact remains that his 
agitation has undoubtedly had an impact on the immigration 
policies of the Austrian government, and in the area of law 
and order (where the Socialist Interior Minister has just come 
under heavy fire from. his own party members, who have 
accused him of “police state methods”). In respect of the 
Euro, Haider’s opposition probably reflects the majority view 
in Austria. 


How have the established Left and Right let down the 
“ordinary” Austrian people whom Haider aims to 
represent? 


After Kreisky resigned in 1983, the Socialist Party, after 
changing its name to the Social Democratic Party, went into 
decline. Choosing a banker (Franz Vranitzky) as its new chair- 
man, a new generation of economically trained manager types 
took over. They did not care about the ideological and cultural 
roots of their party, but for a few years the party stalwarts, 
still under the spell of Kreisky, followed their new leaders. But 
when Haider suddenly emerged, in 1986, as the leader of the 
Freedom Party, his rhetoric, his youthful appearance and, above 
all, his huge exposure in the media turned many “ordinary” 
people towards him — mainly because of what he was against 
than what he was for. He vehemently attacked corruption, 
the failed economic policies and the almost limitless immigra- 
tion from eastern Europe. 

Although the newly proclaimed “Third Way” of Bill Clinton 
and Tony Blair would be Haider’s natural habitat, he is still 
regarded by most as a man of the “extreme Right”. What that 
means exactly his opponents cannot describe. It is more a 
matter of image than reality. He has drawn from both the Left 
and the Right at the expense of the two ruling parties, but 
they have not changed basically as a result. In fact, there are 
indications that some of the “unfaithful” are returning to the 
fold as a result of recent corruption and turmoil in the Free- 
dom Party. His triumph in Carinthia, however, may give the 
party another boost in the forthcoming European elections. 
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Haider’s greatest mistake has been to create the party in 
his own image. He has always stood apart from the rank and 
file, often deliberately. People attracted by him never felt at 
home in the party; a good example of this is his recent recruit, 
former “elite Leftist” Peter Sichrovsky. 

It is true that the clash between nationalism and interna- 
tionalism has become a major factor in European politics, but 
it is not a major element in Haider’s confrontation with the 
other parties, or the pro-EU lobby in his own party. He 
concentrates on the failures of the EU rather than on European 
integration itself, which he has never really opposed. 


Hans Janitschek, 64, a native of Austria, grew up in his father’s 
school in Vienna. He joined the Socialist Movement at 11 and be- 
came Secretary General of the Socialist International in 1967. He 
studied law and international relations at the University of Vienna 

and Haverford College, USA. Ajournalist by profession, he has 
written three biographies. He is the 

father of two children and has been 

married for 40 years. He has been 

a special adviser at the United 

Nations and a foreign correspondent 


and the Cold War. The power of international capital is such 
that globalisation in both economic and cultural areas can 
only be brought to a halt by the collapse of capitalism itself. In 
my view that would happen only after a nuclear holocaust! 

It is ironic that the labour movement, which first called for 
internationalism and the brotherhood of man, is now at the 
mercy of the internationalists of Wall Street and the City of 
London. Both national socialism and international communism, 
which sought to bring about new world orders after the 
defeat of capitalism, have vanished. The so-called “new Left” 
in Europe, which controls most governments, is following the 
American example of using the globally 
wealthy to help the locally poor. It is a 
sort of international colonialism with all 
the inevitable consequences for values 
and traditions such as cultural identity 
and national independence. Nationalism, 
as we knew it, is a thing of the past, | 
am afraid. A new nationalism may arise, 
but it is not what people like Haider stand 
for. The nationalists are asking all the 
right questions, but not giving the right 
answers. 


for a leading European newspaper. 


He lives in New York. 





Has Haider brought about a permanent change in the 
Austrian political system? 


The system in Austria is one of “social partnership”, based on 
state ownership of basic industries and full employment, which 
means that there is de facto co-operation between capital and 
labour. Even Bruno Kreisky, Socialist Chancellor for 13 years 
with an absolute majority, would not change the fundamental 
principles of social partnership or aim for either state owner- 
ship of basic industries or full employment. Just like Haider, 
he recognised “nationalist” aspirations, paid tribute to the mem- 
bers of the armed forces during the Third Reich period and 
sought successfully the Freedom Party’s support in parlia- 
ment. After losing his absolute majority he persuaded his party 
— for the first time in the party’s history — to form a coalition 
with the Freedom Party. Kreisky was of Jewish descent, 
incidentally. 

| am not sure whether to descibe Haider as a political leader; 
he is more the revolutionary type than a politician. Daniel Cohn- 
Bendit comes to mind. 


What are the prospects for Europe’s nationalist parties 
in the coming years? 
| think they are not much better than the prospects for the 


communists. Both ideologies have suffered great defeats at 
the hands of the Anglo-American alliance during World War II 


What are your own views on 
immigration and Europe? 


Having lived in America for over 25 years, 
| can see both the advantages and the 
flaws of multicultural societies. The way 
things are going, | believe that a united 
Europe will succumb to the “American 
dream” — a multicultural society, less 
integrated than the United States but 
behaviourally and intellectually similar, 
driven by overpowering communications 
systems, a common currency and Holly- 
wood-style propaganda. | share the view 
of nationalists that Europe’s strength lies 
in her diversity, both culturally and eth- 
nically. Unlike America, integration is not 
a precondition for European success, but 
faced with pressure from giants like the 
United States, China and Japan, a new 
European Man may have to emerge. | 
think he will speak English. 


Can you foresee any kind of de facto alliance between 
Old Left, anarchists, religious fundamentalists, 
nationalists and traditional conservatives against the 
grey technocrats who want to internationalise and 
trivialise everything? 

To what extent anarchists and religious conservatives can be 
embraced remains to be seen. What | can envisage is a rap- 
prochement between the Old Left and the Old Right, strange 
though it may sound. What they both share in common is 
faith in their respective principles, long-term strategies to 
achieve their goals and a devoted, if small, group of followers. 
If mutual respect and trust could be established they could 
exercise great influence together at times of crisis. 

It would be very interesting, for example, if Margaret 
Thatcher and Mikhail Gorbachev were to speak out together 
once in a while on crucial issues such as Middle Eastern peace, 
unemployment and the family. Bill Clinton, Bibi Netanyahu and 
Jorg Haider, to name a few of today’s trend setters, would 
benefit greatly from their advice. Whether this would lead to 
the reorientation and moral rearmament of their respective 
parties remains to be seen. But in order to prevent the political 
scene from turning into a huge, nameless middle ground, Right 
and Left ought to be preserved as signposts for the future. UO 
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Towards “one nation” conservatism 





James Gibb Stuart says that we need a more imaginative and 
compassionate politics 





ony Blair and New Labour have effort- 

lessly appropriated some of the rheto- 
ric which motivated conservatives in the past 
— the creation of wealth, encouragement of 
enterprise, curbing of coercive forces such 
as trade union power, budgetary constraints 
on public spending, inflation targets moni- 
tored and checked and control of interest 
rates passed to the Bank of England, so that 
even the most reckless speculator would not 
feel inclined to ditch the pound. Since it 
was all to be accompanied by a measure of 
understanding and protection for the poor 
and needy, a setting of standards beneath 
which none would be allowed to fall, 
Churchill himself could have done no bet- 
ter. So, as they waited hopefully for Tony 
the paragon to stub his toe or muff his lines, 
what comfort was there for the shivering 
shadows in the wings, those bit-part old con- 
servatives who had not only lost their 
clothes, but were finding that the keys to 
the wardrobe were turned against them? 

An answer was to be found in the wider 
world, a world whose conceptions are 
changing so fast that Tony’s borrowed plum- 
age might soon be fin de siécle. There is a 
spirit abroad which is becoming acutely 
critical of Establishment norms as we 
near the third millennium — a spirit 
which is both nation-based and 4 
cosmopolitan, nationalistic yet inter- we 
nationally aware, conscious of local 5 
culture and community whilst seek- 
ing to embrace the entire planetary 
environment. It owes much of its 
savoir-faire, wide-reaching re- 
search, comment and free flow of 
ideas to the Internet, whereby nation 
can speak to nation, and people can 
speak to people, side-stepping that 
surreptitious censorship imposed, to 


“The new conservatives... view 
the current trend towards 
globalism and finance-driven 
internationalism with fierce 
indignation and foreboding.” 


Right: a detail from a recent 
Coca-Cola advertising poster 
that sums up, to a greater 
extent than its publishers 
perhaps intended, the 
global consumer 
culture that is a 
major threat to 
the identity of 
indigenous 
peoples 
everywhere 
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the detriment of democracy, by both the writ- 
ten and the visual media. 

The new conservatives are essentially 
conservationist, not eco-fanatical, but eco- 
logically attuned. They view the current 
trend towards globalism and finance-driven 
internationalism with fierce indignation and 
foreboding, and have come to realise that 
the creation of wealth and extraction of 
Earth’s bounty should be mainly about 
people — especially indigenous peoples — not 
about maximisation of profits on the balance 
sheets of supranational conglomerates. For 
this reason they resist the concept of a world 
without frontiers, in which big business and 
big money will dominate both the working 
and the social environment, making men the 
slaves of excessive growth and profitability, 
and stripping the planet of its non-renew- 
able resources, so that one section of society 
might benefit disproportionately whilst 
another is condemned to debt-induced 
poverty and starvation. 

The new conservative affirms that noth- 
ing is more important than the preservation 
ofa sturdy sovereign state, able under demo- 

cratic safeguards to intervene on 
behalf of its citizenry, and curb 
the excesses of those whose 


\( illicit gains might encourage 
é .,, them to feel that, through wealth 


and influence alone, they can 
manipulate the law. 

With clear and unprejudiced 
eyes, the new conservative 
will consign no hostages to 
fortune. If he was a doughty 
fighter against communist 
collectivism in the past, he is 

no less committed against that 
deregulated free market capital- 
ism which has turned our 


stock markets into gambling casinos, and 
left the under-developed world’s most 
fragile economies at the mercy of specula- 
tors who, in a flurry of electronic buttons, 
can take the rouble or rupiah from a poor 
man’s pocket, and rob it of one-third of its 
value. 

The battle now is to preserve our con- 
stitutions, our traditions and our way of life 
against an encroaching internationalism. It 
signals an end to the class war and ideolo- 
gies of “Left” and “Right”. Whatever its 
imperfections, the State remains the best, 
in extremity the only guarantee, of succour 
for the weak against the powerful. The free 
market and the enterprise culture, the drive 
for growth and profitability, are not enough. 
They must be combined with a revived 
sense of social responsibility, which can only 
be maintained by democratically elected 
governments under the watchful eyes of their 
electorates. 

As we reach the end of the second 
millennium, the threat to individual and 
communal freedoms comes from large pub- 
licly owned business corporations which, 
through their sponsorship of such proposed 
international agreements as the Multilateral 
Agreement on Investment are currently 
using their financial and industrial muscle 
to whittle down the powers and constitutional 
safeguards of the nation state within its own 
borders. 

In the British context, the new conserva- 
tive has no illusions about monetary union, 
the single currency or European integration. 
He sees economic control by a European 
Central Bank, and political dirigisme by an 
unelected bureaucratic commission, as the 
very antithesis of democracy, no matter how 
many representatives we might send to Brus- 
sels on inflated salary and expense accounts, 
and whilst sensitive to the needs and wealth- 
producing potential of corporate industry, 
is outraged that the greed factor alone should 
be used as an inducement to blot out a thou- 
sand years of history, and submerge our 
British nation within a third millennium 
re-run of the Holy Roman Empire. 

The new conservative is as tolerant as he 
is outward-looking, honouring and respecting 
other people’s cultures as he would expect 
them to respect his own. But he will fight 
above all to preserve his nation, and its time- 
honoured powers of national decision- 
making. That is the fundamental imperative 
which cannot be conceded, not to globalism 
or one-worldism or any illusory benefit of 
size or convenience, for the very stuff of 
human freedom lies in the proper exercise 
of such powers . 

This new conservative thinking is essen- 
tially a “one nation” concept, reaching out 
to harness that spirit of national unity which 
has sustained our island homeland through 
many a desperate crisis in the past. Just such 
a crisis confronts us now. Q 


James Gibb Stuart writes from Bridge 
of Weir, Scotland 








Practical, personal liberty 


John Vinson says that we can all participate in acts of liberation — every day of our lives 











a and patriots throughout 
the Western world watch in nearly 
impotent dismay as the globalist élites 
destroy our heritage, leaving us without 
memory of our past and with little hope for 
our children’s future. 

Our self-styled “betters” subvert every 
tradition and ethic that elevates men above 
beasts. They express concern for “the 
children” even as they sentence unborn in- 
nocents to slaughter and assail the kind of 
normal family life which alone can nurture 
and sustain the young. They hail education, 
and teach illiteracy. They express ‘compas- 
sion’ for the poor, while keeping them 
dependent and impoverished. They cheer 
democracy and silence dissent. They praise 
‘diversity’ and itch to erase all the distinc- 
tions of mankind. Their ‘good intentions’ 
aside, the outcome of all their projects can 
only be a faceless, raceless, debased 
humanity. 

All who stand against this dark power 
must suffer the defamation of its media 
which portray evil as good and good as evil. 
This is the root of our frustration. Yet the 
evil we face may also serve to inspire and 
motivate us. Its oppressive enormity should 
leave us no doubt that our cause is right, 
and that should give us courage. The cause 
is Western civilisation and its survival. 





A key tenet of our Western heritage is 
the significance of the individual. From this 
principle, we may deduce ideas to fight 
frustration and effectively challenge the 
powers-that-be. Our situation recalls the 
account of Xenophon’s march in Edith 
Hamilton’s 1942 The Greek Way. She relates 
how the Persians slaughtered the officers of 
a Greek mercenary force serving in Asia. 
Being Asian and despotic in outlook, the 
Persians believed that the force would fall 
apart without officially designated leaders. 
What they did not count on, Hamilton noted, 
was the Western spirit. Instead of becoming 
prey, the men of the force, inspired by their 
impromptu commander Xenophon, reorgan- 
ised and heroically fought their way home 
across hundreds of miles of deserts and 
mountains. Each man became a leader, 
drawing on his inner resources and exercis- 
ing initiative. At one point the Greeks ran 
out of arrows. Facing an enemy force, they 
taunted their foes and then ran back. A 





shower of arrows fell where they stood, and 
it resupplied their archers. 

What if individuals, millions of them, 
decided to rebel? With this thought before 
us, let us consider in brief how we ‘Greeks’ 
might begin our march to freedom. 

The goal is thinking which seeks reality 
and truth. Strong minds are hard to control. 
To fight back, we should eliminate the 
powers’ influence as much as possible from 
our private lives. We should turn off the 
television and throw it out the window — or 
be extremely selective in what we watch. 
Anyone trying to cultivate sanity and taste 
should also tune out rock music. 

We should focus on practical matters 
such as how to deal with people and how to 
make a living. A very worthwhile pursuit is 
plotting a means to be self-employed. It 
allows one to think and act freely without 
worrying what a boss or some High Pooh 
Bah of political correctness might think. On 
the cultural side, it is important to learn as 
much as possible about one’s national 
heritage (including the arts and music), and 
then pass that knowledge on to others. A 
free mind demands free expression. We must 
be as outspoken as possible to encourage 
freedom of speech. 

A healthy mind requires a healthy body. 
Modern society subverts health and fitness 
with sedentary living and junk food. One 
remedy is regular exercise. Good health also 
requires good food, and seldom do West- 
erners get it from the processed food 
provided by agribusiness and its accesso- 
ries. Good food is grown organically and 
altered as_ little as possible from its natural 
state. Paying extra for this nutrition is well 
worth the price. 

Strong individuals are crucial to national 
renewal, but without the connections of 
society, even the strongest individuals will 
wither. Radical libertarians may dispute this 
point, but isolated individuals can be picked 
off one-by-one. As Benjamin Franklin 
observed on the eve of the American 


Revolution, “Either we hang together, or we 
shall hang separately”. The fount of all 
society is the family. It is crucial for heritage- 
minded men and women to marry and have 
children. Their goal should be to create 
households which are havens of love, honour, 
and beauty in a world growing ever more 
corrupt and ugly. Parents and grandparents 
should assume the tasks of teaching children 
values and culture. To illustrate the possi- 
bilities, after Lithuania regained its 
independence from Soviet rule, a reporter 
asked a Lithuanian woman what kept 
patriotism alive during the long night of 
occupation. She replied, “We grandmothers 
took the children in the evenings and taught 
them the glories of Lithuania”. History 
shows that peoples can endure seemingly 
hopeless oppression for generations if they 
have faith and purpose. 

If at all possible, families should aim to 
create some kind of family business, even if 
it is only a small one on the side. Such 
enterprises can help train children about 
making a living, pull the family together in 
a common task, and provide supplemental 
income. Also, if possible, families should 
cultivate family gardens in order to work 
together and enjoy healthy food. 

Peoples rooted in family, nation, and 
faith can create their own commerce and 
institutions and, with this counter-cultural 
strength, challenge the powers-that-be. The 
liberal establishment has physical might and 
cunning, but no sustaining faith or love. One 
day, like its Soviet predecessor, it will 
collapse under the weight of its own 
corruption. This thought should ease our 
frustration as we work, one task at a time, to 
hasten that demise and seize our freedom.) 


John Vinson is President, American Immi- 
gration Control Foundation, PO Box 525, 
Monterey, VA 24465. 

Tel: +1 540 468 2022 Fax: +1 540 468 2024 
E-mail: aicf@cfw.com 

Internet: www.cfw.com/~aicf 


St George’s Day 1999 
Readers are welcome to attend a 


St George’s Day Dinner 
Thursday 22nd April 
at St Columba’s Upper Hall, Pont Street, London Sw7 
at 7.30pm 


Nicholas Winterton MP will propose the toast of St George. 


Tickets £16 (includes three courses and wine) 


Please apply to the Managing Editor, Salisbury Review, 
33 Canonbury Park South, London N1 2JW. 
Make cheques payable to ‘Salisbury Review’. 
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War and “Peace” 


Adrian Davies says that the government's attitude to violence manages to be 
confused, hypocritical and foolish all at once 











errorists who have tortured and 

killed British soldiers and policemen, 
bombed Belfast and London, and ethni- 
cally cleansed large tracts of Fermanagh 
and Tyrone of farmers whose only crime 
it was to be Protestant and British, are 
now being freed on a daily basis. The 
murderers of a lance-corporal who fell 
doing his duty openly laugh in the face 
of the judge who sentences them to 
“life” imprisonment, knowing that they 
will be out of jail by Christmas, 2000 if 
not before, perhaps to kill the judge if 
the IRA “Army Council’ decides to turn 
the heat up a little to extract more 
concessions from a weak Prime 
Minister. 

In a spirit of ecumenism, Blair is also 
freeing some Protestant murderers. A 
very few of these men might validly be 
able to plead in mitigation of their 
terrible crimes that they were driven to 
take the law into their own red hands by 
the spectacle of successive British 
governments abandoning some of the 
Crown’s most loyal subjects. Most, 
however, are either psychopaths moti- 
vated by an unreasoning hatred that 
drives them to maim and kill entirely 
innocent, randomly selected Catholics in 
the name of “the Protestant religion” and 
“Loyalism”, both of which causes they 
dishonour, or else drug gang bosses, 
more interested (as UUP security spokes- 
man Ken Maginnis MP recently observed) 





TONY BLAIR and Bertie 
Ahern raised hopes of an 
eleventh-hour deal to break 
the deadlock over IRA dis- 
armament late yesterday by 
flying back to Northern 
Ireland for a third consecutive 
night of intensive talks. 





11th-hour hope on 
Ulster deadlock 


By MARTIN FLETCHER, CHIEF IRELAND CORRESPONDENT 





IT’S PEACE ! - Prime Minister Tony Blair yet again voices vague 
hopes that the IRA may possibly surrender some of its weapons in 
return for a very real share of power. 


The above report was in The Times on April Fool’s Day. 





Former peacenik Cook 
warms to heat of battle 


The Foreign Secretary tells Peter 





The Foreign Secretary also 





obin Cook made his 
name in politics on 
the CND, anti-war 
and disarmament 


Riddell that his present fighting 


highlighted warnings to field 
commanders that they would 
be held to account for any war 








wing of the Labour Party. Yet 
there he stood yesterday next 
to Sir Charles Guthrie, Chief 


talk is not at odds with his past 





crimes. This was not, he 
claimed, an empty threat since 











of the Defence Staff, talking 
about the state of the air cam- 
paign. Mr Cook sees “no con- 
tradiction at all” in his past 
and current stands. 

Talking to him yesterday in 
the Foreign Secretary’s office, 
Mr Cook emphasised his.com- 
mitment to seeing through the 


German Foreign Minister 
with a similar background 
and outlook, flying to Berlin 
on Sunday evening for the 
third time in a week to have 
talks with him. He has also 
been in daily touch with 
Madeleine Albright, the US 


Secretary of State 





in selling amphetamines, crack cocaine 
and heroin to (Protestant) school-children 
than defending their community against 
the IRA. 

So murder goes unpunished, loyalty 
is disdained, terror is appeased, the law 
is mocked and the United Kingdom torn 
asunder by a government willing to 
countenance any betrayal necessary to 
sustain the “peace process”, which is a 
curious term to describe daily punish- 
ment beatings, paramilitary intimidation 






contain the usual blanket 
rejection of decommissioning. 
Mitchel McLaughlin, Sinn 
Fein’s chairman, suggested 
that this was “an attempt to 
give space” to the republican 
movement’s political leaders. 

Mr Trimble would risk: re- 
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IT’S WAR ! - Foreign Secretary Robin Cook, formerly active on the 
CND and disarmament wing of the Labour Party, adopts a more 
bellicose attitude to conflict in the Balkans. 


The above report was in The Times on March 30th. 






~ half of those indicted in Bosnia 
Nato is at stake — not just loss 
of face after earlier commit- 
ments, but confidence in our 
own security. It is in the nation- 
al British interest to maintain 
Nato’s credibility.” 

Nato action was justified by 
“the humanitarian need to 





were under arrest or awaiting 
trial. 

The military campaign 
would continue until aggres- 
sion was halted. But what if 
Serbian forces succeed in fore- 
ing the Albanian Kosovans 
out of their territory? 














of both communities and sectarian riots 
fomented by Republican activists deter- 
mined to prevent traditional Orange 
parades, while hypocritically preaching 
“parity of esteem”. 

We are supposed to endure all these 
abominations because successive 
British governments have, since the 
Anglo-lIrish Accord of 1985 (if not 
before) at first tacitly but now, increas- 
ingly, publicly decided as a matter of 
policy that the cost in blood and 
treasure of fighting the IRA is too high, 
and might (horror of horrors) displease 
the Americans. 


Hypocrisy in Kosovo 

As if such an abdication of responsibility 
and the betrayal of a million loyal 
subjects of the Crown were not infamy 
enough, we now witness an equally 
repulsive mirror-image of the craven 
appeasement of treason and terror in 
British Ulster: the waging of a brutal, 
bloody and costly war in a far away 
country of which we know nothing, and 
in which we have no strategic or 
economic interest. 

Kosovo is not our affair. The United 
Kingdom recognizes that the rump 
Yugoslav Federation (Serbia and 
Montenegro) is an independent, sovereign 
state, whose internationally recognized 
frontiers include Kosovo and Metohija. 
No doubt the Serbian police may have 
used distasteful methods against their 
ethnic Albanian adversaries, though the 
Albanians’ hands are not clean of Serb 
civilian blood either. We have as little right 
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to tell the Serbian government how to 
deal with Albanian terrorism as would 
President Milosevic to inquire into the 
events of “Bloody Sunday”, or “Death 
on the Rock”. The difference is that he 
does not seek to do so. 

The moralising of the Western 
political class is, moreover, nauseatingly 
selective. The Serbs’ actions are in no 
way comparable to the mass murder 
of a million Rwandan Tutsis by the 
unspeakable Hutu militias, yet the 
sanctimonious British and American 
governments turned their faces from that 
genocide in embarrassed silence, the 
French government was complicit in the 
killings, and all three now wage war on 
Serbia in the name of humanity. The 
same British and American elites fall 
over one another in their anxiety to do 
business with that generous donor to 
Democratic Party funds, the regime of 
the Tianamen Square murderers, as it 
destroys the ancient people and culture 
of Tibet under the indifferent eyes of 
Western capitalists, who are more inter- 
ested in calculating movements on the 
Shenzhen stock exchange than the 
number of Buddhist nuns raped this week 
in the torture chambers of the People’s 
Armed Police. To get rich is not always 
glorious... 

With the enthusiastic support of 
“our” government, the unspeakable 
Clinton has (from a safe distance, almost 
as far as, say, Oxford is from Vietnam) 
killed poor people in an aspirin factory in 
the Sudan, and bombed and starved the 
slum-dwellers of Baghdad in order to 
distract attention from all too believable 
allegations of rape and embezzlement of 
public funds in the bad old days in Little 
Rock, not to mention his proven serial 
adulteries and shameless perjury. 

Now his little yapping dog Blair lays 
waste historic European cities because 
the Serbs, whose government, people 
and army have never in their history killed 
one soldier of the Queen (nor GI either, 
for that matter) or done one jot of harm 
to any British interest, do not share the 
Western liberal view that, if outbred by 
Albanian Muslims, they should simply 
hand over their country to them. Hands 
up all those who thought that the 
“moral” Left believes in peace, and the 
“jingoistic” Right in militarism? 

How much longer do the British 
people and, for that matter, those 
members of the Parliamentary Labour 
Party who do not believe in killing friendly 
foreigners for fun in very Sick Willy’s 
latest “Wag the Dog” war, propose to 
let little Cock Robin and St Tony lecture 
the rest of us on the need for an ethical 
foreign policy, while they massacre 
women and children taking refuge in the 
cellars of Belgrade? 


Adrian Davies writes from south London 








Will Earthlings Vote For The Mekon? 


wonders A D Harvey 


THE continuance of William Hague 
FAM aat-limoy-laavm(-t-(o(-lmr-laeler-le) hm eli-Lel-1-) 
the Conservatives in the same invidi- 
ous position as Labour in the Neil 
Kinnock era. 

Since the Marquis of Salisbury at 
the beginning of the century — the 
sole British prime minister to be both 
bald and heavily bearded — only three 
out of eighteen male prime ministers 
have been bald. That’s one in six, 
Coxe}in) e-1e-1e Com Aal-MAUCoMolel me) MIN Ze Mtal-1a] 
over fifty who are bald in the popu- 
lation at large. 

The scale of Labour’s victory in 
May 1997 obviously raises the 
foTUl-X-i tela Mey muar-l Marcle meal-lare(-\eR-di ater) 
their defeat in 1992. In 1992 the 
equation of Labourism and Socialism 
was already a thing of the past; party 
publicity was just as slick and confi- 
dent as five years later; the party 
leadership’s rhetoric was just as 
alluringly void of content. The most 
obvious thing that had 
changed was that in 
1992 the party leader 
was the follically- 
challenged Neil 
Kinnock and in 
1997 it was the 
hairdresser’s 
Triend Tony Blair. 

WM at-mexelalal:tead (ela) 


The HJ Eysenck 
Memorial Trust 


Trustees: Dr Sybil Eysenck, Dr Irene 
Martin and Dr Gisli Gudjonsson 
Registered Charity No 1070604 


A Memorial Fund, with charitable 
status, has been set up in the memory 
of Professor HJ Eysenck, for a 
Postgraduate Research Scholarship in 
the field of personality and individual 
differences. We will need more funds 
to enable us to grant a worthwhile 
scholarship to promising students. 
Any gift you can send will be greatly 
appreciated. 

All donations should be made payable 
to ‘The HJ Eysenck Memorial Fund’. 


Please send to: Dr Sybil Eysenck, 
10 Dorchester Drive, Herne Hill, 
London SE24 0DQ 








of=} AWY(=1-10N Le) iL t(er-1 ie (exex-S-1-e-lalee- Miele a 
ishing scalp is also evident in the USA, 
where amongst twentieth-century 
Presidents the only baldie was Eisen- 
hower, who of course did not enter 
politics till after he had become a 
national hero in a profession where 
fe=Xe) o) (-MUV-t- | mer: | ose 

At least four British prime minis- 
ters —Asquith, Lloyd George, Ramsay 
i Feo BYoyar-lCeMr-laleM@al-ieel (emi ite t- lai 
NZolecM cal-1immar-liamecelardie(-1e-lel ham lelale (21g 
than was the fashion of their time. 
None of these four had a previous 
parliamentary majority overturned in 
a general election, whereas two of 
the three bald prime ministers, 
Churchill and Douglas-Home, having 
inherited majorities, lost them when 
they went to the country. 

Clearly lack of hair is an electoral 
liability in the era of film newsreel and 
television. Prior to 1997 William 

Hague owed much of his political 
standing to the impact he 
Tuite (-W-towe- Mile) o) oVclar-lia-ve| 
teenager in the 1970s. 

Growing up may well 

have robbed him of 

his key electoral 

asset. ° Q 


AD Harvey 
writes from 
fate) aiam me) are loyal 





The London 
Swinton Circle 


The London Swinton Circle is a 
group of Conservatives whose 
political orientation is Powellite. 


We meet six to eight times a year at 
the Palace of Westminster. 


Recent speakers have included 
Dr Liam Fox MP, Oliver Letwin MP, 
Christopher Gill MP, 
Andrew Robathan MP, 
Jeffrey Donaldson MP 
and Nicholas Winterton MP 


Membership is only £6 per 
annum. Further details are 
obtainable from: 


Allan Robertson, Secretary, 
22 Albury Street, 
London SE8 3PS 
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THE CONSEQUENCES OF FEMINISM 





Veronique Shugg reflects on what our lives have become since the onset of feminism 





S™ it first raised its ugly, but deceptively 
reasonable, head in the late Fifties, I 
have watched feminism grow and consume 
everything around it, until now it rules 
supreme and brooks no opposition to its 
dictates. In this process, I have also watched 
the disintegration of our society into the mire 
of lawlessness and of government-sponsored 
anarchy. 

In the mid-Fifties, I went to a state 
grammar school in Auckland, New Zealand 
(Epsom Girls’ Grammar School). By today’s 
standards the curriculum was old-fashioned 
(things like Women’s Studies were unheard 
of) and impossibly strict. We were expected 
to do all subjects and to pass with good 
marks in a significant number of them. The 
school philosophy was very simple. If you 
wanted to become a nuclear physicist or a 
molecular biologist (and two of my class- 
mates achieved exactly those ambitions) that 
was fine: the school offered the appropriate 
science and maths courses. If you wanted to 
become a wife and mother, that was equally 
fine: the school offered home economics and 
domestic science courses. Contrary to the 
warped history being taught today, we were 
not groomed to work at some menial and 
second-rate job until we “caught” a husband 
and retired to home and nappies, but had 
complete freedom of choice to become what- 
ever we wished to become; the only demand 
was that we should excel at whatever we 
chose to do. 

Then along came the Women’s Liberation 
movement. My contemporaries and I looked 
at them in amazement. From what were they 
trying to liberate us? We had always been 
taught that the only limitations we had were 
those imposed by a lack of talent or aptitude 
in any field of endeavour, or by our own lack 
of ambition. Yet here were these total and, 
worse, foreign strangers trying to convince 
us that we were unfulfilled, downtrodden and 
being turned into domestic slaveys (or “sub- 
urban cabbages”, as the bon mot of the day 
insisted). They (mostly unsuccessfully, thank 
God) did their best to give those of us who 
chose to become wives and mothers a sense 
of inferiority about their freely chosen 
profession. 

And just who were these feminists, these 
beings with an apparently self-conferred sort 
of divine right to sit in judgement on the 
lives of all women en masse and declare them 
wanting? They were women who, embittered 
by their own inadequacies, blamed the whole 
world in general and men in particular for 
their own shortcomings. I will only touch 
lightly on the main ones: their names and 
writings are too well-known to waste much 
space on in this article. 

Simone de Beauvoir was a disillusioned 
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intellectual who judged all women’s lives 
and discontent by her own and set out, in 
her book The Second Sex, to destroy every- 
thing that made being a woman worthwhile. 
She did not have the wit to realise that the 
way in which a woman is treated depends 
very largely on how she portrays herself to 
those around her. She should have followed 
the dictum of another Frenchwoman, my ma- 
ternal grandmother, who always held that 
one should persuade the men in one’s life 
to do exactly as one wished, while letting 
them think that it was their idea. This 
method is not only much more effective, it 
is also much more fun for all concerned. 
But then fun is something feminists would 
not recognise if they fell over it. 


Most of the others were American: Betty 
Friedan, whose National Organisation for 
Women violated most of the things that a 
real woman finds worthwhile and who gave 
us The Feminine Mystique, a book that 
stigmatises the whole world as being a 
conspiracy theory against women, which — 
like most conspiracy theories — is completely 
incorrect. Kate Millet is so obsessed with 
sex that she could probably benefit from a 
good psychiatrist. Andrea Dworkin, like 
Kate Millet, is totally obsessed with sex and 
how bad it is for women: she writes as “one 
who knows not of what she writes”, and 


perhaps the best cure for her would be to _ 


lose a huge amount of weight, find herself a 
sympathetic man (yes, they do still exist, 
despite what all ““wimmin” have to say on 
the subject) and actually try it for herself. 
She might be very pleasantly surprised. 

Germaine Greer is the Australian 
member of this gruesome collection. She 
gave us The Female Eunuch. In her later 
years, however, she has grown up a little 
bit, although not much, and now laments 
the opportunities she herself refused to act 
on when she was younger. At least she has 
had the honesty to admit that she got it 
wrong. 

Throughout history there have been 
people, men and women both, who could 
be considered misfits, who are “not in the 
mould”. Some of them, by channelling their 
difference into a useful pursuit, have 
achieved great things for themselves and 
others. In his book Jntellectuals Paul Johnson 
charts the often astonishingly dreadful lives 
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of the intellectual icons of the Left and the 
misery which they caused to those close to 
them. In The School of Genius the psy- 
chiatrist Anthony Storr considers a similar 
question, namely the often dreadful personal 
lives of creative artists and thinkers. Some- 
times misery is transmuted into greatness 
of some sort; other times, with lesser lights, 
it is merely spread about the world at large. 
These women were of the latter sort and, in 
common with their male counterparts such 
as Marx, Russell and most of the post-war 
Labour intelligentsia, simply destroyed what 
they did not understand and added more to 
the stock of misery in the world than was 
comprehended in the dreams of the most 
ambitious military junta. What did they want, 
and why were they so strident in their insist- 
ence that they spoke for us all? They were 
only ever a tiny minority and they should 
never have been allowed to pull the wool 
over the world’s eyes in the way they did. 
They were unhappy with their lot but instead 
of changing their own lives for themselves they 
demanded that the whole world in which we 
live be changed to conform to their fantasy 
image. 

The feminists professed to hate men, 
but they do not: why else would they wish 
to emulate them and become identical to 
them? What feminists really hate are women, 
especially women who demand the right to 
think for themselves and make their own 
decisions. Most of all they hate women who 
insist on their traditional réles of wife, 
mother and homemaker. In order to stamp 
out this woman, they have rewritten history 
to suit their own warped ideology: they have 
portrayed all women before 1960 as being 
down-trodden, uneducated and oppressed at 
best, or patronised and indulged at worst 
and they completely ignore all facts that do 
not reinforce this twisted image. 

Equality surely does not mean that the 
minority receives the lion’s share at the 
expense of the silent majority; but that is 
exactly what the feminists wanted and in- 
creasingly what timid governments have 
given them, in the vain hope that if they do 
what the feminists want they will deliver 
votes into the party machines of the Left. 
Now that they have their wish and the world 
has largely been remade in their image they 
want to change it again because the changes 
they demanded had some results that they 
did not foresee. The feminists spent years 
promoting the sexual revolution and telling 
women that they must be like men in their 
pursuit of “sex for the sake of it”, with the 
result that the natural respect that men used 
to have for women has been extinguished, 
and that any and every woman is now con- 
sidered fair game by men who listen to what 


the feminists have been saying for so long. 
Now, having achieved their goal of “equality 
of outcome for all”, some of the feminists 
have decided that they do not like the result 
— suddenly they want a return to the better 
days of the past when men were men and 
women were cherished and cared for by 
society. Their answer, however, is yet more 
rules and regulations to stop “the enemy” 
from indulging in the kind of behaviour they 
have themselves encouraged all these years. 
And the changes they now want made to the 
changes they have already forced on society 
will only continue to make their Brave New 
World even more of a mess than it is already. 
In that process of destruction, they have 
spawned the worst evil of all: political 
correctness — a modern form of thought 
control that makes any reasoned argument 
useless for the simple reason that reason 
itself is replaced by unthinking dogma and 
mindless rhetoric. 

It has long been the publicist’s axiom 
that any lie will be believed as long as it is 
repeated often and loudly enough. The same 
tactics were practised by the early feminists 
and are still practised by today’s ‘liberal’ 
thinkers, whose liberalism lasts only until 
they are contradicted. 

Our children, who should be our future, 
have become just another consumer com- 
modity, with, on the one hand, people going 
to ridiculous lengths to conceive, not 
because they want children, but in order to 
“exercise their right to parenthood”; and, 
on the other hand, unborn babies being 
murdered in conditions of unspeakable bar- 
barity for no better reason than the parents’ 
convenience. In spite of all the rhetoric to 
the contrary, I am not alone in thinking that 
it is not good for children to grow up ina 
situation where they have never met their 
father and do not know who he is. There 
has been a lot of official bleating recently, 
in the face of a social welfare cost that 
delivers nothing while bankrupting advanced 
economies around the world, about the lack 
of réle models for today’s children: surely 
the best ones anyone can find would be a 
father who takes his responsibilities to his 
wife and children seriously and who gives 
them a stable and safe haven from a complex 
and frightening outside world, and a mother 
who teaches her children the values they 
need by example. 

Russian Communism attempted to replace 
religion with the concept of the State and 
the Party; modern political correctness goes 
even further: religion has been replaced with 
the concept of Self. If I wish it, it must be 
right: given that this was the creed of Aleister 
Crowley, perhaps we are all now being made 
the subject of ritual Satanic abuse? 

In many ways, the Feminist inspired 
political correctness is just as insidious over 
the long term as the excesses of the Com- 
munist era. Everything that does not suit 
the modern feminist philosophy is ruthlessly 
destroyed. Time-honoured and proven mores 








“<The war of the sexes’ the feminists 
spent so much time wailing about was, in 
fact, nothing more than a mating ritual” 


Above: the marble Appollo and Daphne 
by Gianlorenzo Bernini (1598-1680) 





and institutions are torn down for the sake 
of destroying them, with nothing of any value 
to replace them. Lawmakers and govern- 
ments pander to the vocal minorities on the 
one hand and decry the lack of discipline 
and purpose in today’s youth on the other. 
Have they forgotten that children cannot 
learn self-discipline unless they are first taught 
discipline by their parents and teachers? 

In more sensible times, we valued the 
wisdom of the old and the ability to learn of 
the young. The extended family was once 
the strength that underpinned the nation. 
Now we place our children in child-care 
centres and our parents in retirement home 
—and expect the taxpayer (ie, everyone else) 
to foot the bill for both — thus effectively 
cutting off the young from the life-experi- 
ence and wisdom of the old and cutting off 
the old from the task that they have always 
cherished and been good at: that of teaching 
the young, all the while spouting piously 
about the need for réle models and exam- 
ples for young people to follow. Is it any 
wonder that the generation growing up today 
is lost? Is it not time that everyone was made 
to realise that children are a responsibility, 
not a right; and that those who cannot 
afford, or are too self-centred, to give them 
the care and attention they need should not 
have them? It is all very well to talk of 
women’s self-fulfilment and their (and their 
baby’s right) to breastfeeding in the work- 
place. Has it occurred to anyone that if the 


mother gives the baby the attention it 
requires during feeding she cannot be doing 
her job properly and that if she is doing her 
job properly her baby misses out on needed 
care? It is simply not possible to give one’s 
full attention to two such important tasks at 
the same time. One or both must suffer. 

It is more than time that those of us who 
still value the cohesion of a properly inte- 
grated society stood up and spoke out. It is 
more than time that all of us who still have 
values spoke out against the destruction of 
our society. It is more than time to point out 
that men and women can never replace each 
other: that they are complementary, not 
incompatible, and that ‘the war of the sexes’ 
the feminists spent so much time wailing 
about was, in fact, nothing more than a 
mating ritual. 

Perhaps most importantly of all, we have 
meekly submitted to a police state: a thought 
police state. In the name of freedom of 
speech we stifle all those voices which 
oppose the currently fashionable garbage. 
True freedom of speech was definitively 
defined by the philosopher Voltaire when 
he stated, “I disagree with what he says, 
but I will defend, to the death, his right to 
say it”. These days to disagree is to be ruth- 
lessly silenced by those who have everything 
to lose by hearing the truth spoken out loud. 

Finally, we have destroyed unity under 
the false pretext of a search for equality. 
Every time the government panders to yet 
another vocal minority group in a cynical 
quest for more undeserved votes, it alienates 
yet another section of the majority who see 
themselves footing the bill for someone 
else’s privileges. Perhaps this is what our 
modern oligarchy wants: divide and rule is 
a time-honoured tactic. To destroy an entire 
country and culture, as we are doing here, 
in the name of being fair to others, is not 
only downright criminal, it is also extremely 
short-sighted. Sooner or later, the silent 
majority will speak out; it can and will 
happen in any society that is pushed too far. 

Necessarily this has been a very personal 
view and more of a meditation on the 
subject than a detailed analysis. What is 
interesting is that I am not alone in these 
thoughts which, in my experience are com- 
ing to be shared by more and more women 
as well as men. In an article such as this it is 
impossible fully to cover this complex 
subject. In the last few years a number of 
interesting critiques of the feminist 
Weltanschauung have been made in books, 
the press and other media, often from 
women. The most persuasive as well as the 
most impressively researched is Domestic 
Tranquility by F Carolyn Graglia (Spence 
Publishing: Dallas, 1998). This detailed 
book articulates and develops many of the 
criticisms of feminist orthodoxy raised here 
as well as providing a valuable bibliography 
on the subject. I commend it to you all. Q 
Veronique Shugg writes from central 
London 
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Is “youth” a problem? 





Thomas Molnar says that young people are both the heroes and the victims of the modern age 





oung people have been regarded 

differently over the centuries. This does 
not mean that they constituted a hidden prob- 
lem, but merely that our perceptions of the 
young have changed. Tristan and Isolde were 
obviously not the same kind of boy-and-girl 
as were Cathy and Heathcliff, yet in essen- 
tials and among the differences there were 
‘classical’ similarities. This is evidently not 
what is meant today when people talk about 
the “problem of youth”, for literature has 
nowadays been replaced by sexual obsession. 
But there are two other obsessions which 
may be unearthed from under the present 
significance of youth, one of an economic 
nature, the other ideological. 

The other day, I was looking at a paint- 
ing of the Empress Maria Theresa as she 
appealed to a group of Hungarian noblemen 
for support in war. The exact centre of the 
canvas is occupied by the Empress’s son, 
the future Joseph II, then still a baby in his 
mother’s arms. The future Emperor looks 
every bit a miniaturised adult, even to his 
facial expression and, of course, his mode 
of dressing. Go back a century or so 
earlier, to a Moliére play, and one sees no 
children; a comedy at Versailles is a thing 
too serious for children to be represented in 
it. Then jump ahead again, to 1763, and 
one reads in Goethe’s memoirs that at age 
14 he attended a concert given by a seven 
year old Mozart, who wore a small sword 
even while sitting at the piano! In sum, 
children were accepted as merely small 
adults, both in reality and in artistic 
representation. 

Today, young people are categorised 
according to their respective age groups. 
This is especially true when it comes to 
fashion, ie pieces of merchandise they are 
expected — under dictation — to use. A 
substantial segment of industry and enter- 
tainment focuses on sales to young people, 
from unisex hairstyles to leather outfits for 
wearing on motorcycles, “heavy metal” 
music to violence on television. If young 
people were suddenly to change whole 
industrial and entertainment empires would 
collapse overnight. As it is, with more old 
people disfiguring the demographic predic- 
tions, industry faces a serious collapse — 
unless its leaders and trend-setters can 
persuade octagenarians and nonagenarians 
to adopt youthful styles. Thus within a 
decade or two Methuselah may occupy the 
centre of the fashion world. 

Until then, youth represents the bulk of 
much production and the centre of social 
attention. We are told that we must all be 
like young people, who have thus acquired 
a historic role, setting the pace in sport, 


fashion, behavioural norms and in wisdom. 
Legions of fashion experts, psychologists and 
problem scrutinizers surround young 
people, who are the heroes of the age. 
Modernity has come to mean the cult of 
youth. 


Revolutionary shock-troops 

But which comes first — youth as the object 
of a gigantic industry and its inventive/ 
productive capacity, or youth as part of a 
continuing chain of ideological commit- 
ment? I believe that young people are also 
the victims of the age. 

Those who indict Marxism for the ideo- 
logical changes of the last 200 years err in 
examining only the surface of the doctrine. 
The doctrine is not communism, but the 
theme of utopianism, the construction of a 
mechanical, thus perfectly rationalistic, so- 





Lord Cobham (1527-96) and his family, painted by Hans Eworth in about 1567. 


as its predecessors and successors although a 
thought-provoking and stimulating one. 

Yet, as Lenin and Robespierre main- 
tained, the masses to be redeemed in the 
name of the “Great Worldview” are inert 
and weighed down by the weight of old tra- 
ditions and “wrong” beliefs. Only a newly 
selected and conditioned utopian élite, they 
said, can leave history behind and mobilize 
new forces, up to and beyond a no longer 
historical mankind assembled as a global (!) 
community. This is where young people 
enter into the picture. 

In the perpetual project of creating 
Utopia, new elites are constantly to be 
recruited, consonant with historical and 
metahistorical forces and parameters. In 
Lenin’s Russia, the elite was the Party; for 
Robespierre, it was “virtuous men” armed 


The children are dressed — and were treated — as miniature adults 





ciety. Ever since Christianity announced 
Christ’s Kingdom in Heaven (note that Bud- 
dhism, Hinduism and other religions never 
promulgated such an ideal), there have been 
innumerable attempts to bring it down to 
earth, to create a worldly replica of the 
Kingdom, at first in the name of God, later 
humanly created and self-sufficient. The 
worldly kingdom and its cult took the place 
of the supernatural ideal; each étape of West- 
ern history was viewed through the prism 
of a newly formulated or, at times, a reformu- 
lated, old materialistic perspective. Marxism 
was only one of a series of these mechanistic 
ideologies, intellectually just as simplistic 


with propaganda and the guillotine; for 
Marcuse", it was the psychoanalyzed neo- 
hedonists; for Fukuyama® (a minor figure), 
the liberal-capitalists; for Pol Pot, the deci- 
mated population of Kampuchea; for the 
cyberneticist Norbert Wiener®), the inter- 
communicative society; for Teilhard de 
Chardin the new race living in the 
nousphere where morality and intellect will 
form one mental mass under a “Super- 
Christ”. Saint-Simon® spoke boldly of a new 
elite of scientists, inventors and bankers who 
would take the place of kings, bishops and 
military leaders, and put Isaac Newton at 
the centre of his world-cult. For Zola, 
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benefiting from the popularised teachings 
of Darwin, Comte and Bakunin, the 
fictional hero was the worker-leader, dream- 
ing the impossible dream of unionising all. 
Then came Freud’s version of utopia, 
although he believed that personal violence 
persists in even the best-analysed patients — 
and so on, always according to the prevailing 
conditions as interpreted by the day’s elite. 
Utopia has now shifted from the idealised 
community to the technological paradise, 
although teaching is no more effective than 
were conditioning or brain-washing. 

What remains is an ever-renewed need 
for new elites, vanguards and minds — 
tabulae rasa on which previously unheard- 
of solutions may be printed, erased and 
printed again. Seen from this perspective, 
youth is a new vanguard, aligned with femi- 
nists, Third World militants, AIDS victims 
and the psychedelic discoverers of new 
hallucinatory vistas. Around 1848, young 
militants were revolutionaries and/or patriots. 
Communism witnessed — on the streets of 
Budapest in 1956 — the last “old-fashioned” 
student insurrection with nationalist motives. 
Since then, youth has become the minority 
par excellence, and those who dislike the 
young in their new manifestation might be 
described as ‘“‘anti-young racists”. 


The future of “youth” 

Although youth is a suitable building block 
for the modern Erewhon, it would be an 
illusion to imagine a designated “youth” lobby 
as a permanent feature of future societies. 
Youth as a “professional” minority owes its 
seeming durability to the fact that it figures, 
as I have tried to show, on modernity’s two 
main agendas: youth means an endless line- 
up of new customers, and that there is a 
manipulable (political) vanguard. 

The two roles are not in contradiction, 
but they may disappear together. Industrial 
society finds itself in its last phases, and 
utopian ideology may weaken along with the 
orthodox, monotheistic Churches. After all, 
utopian idealism was strongest when religious 
faith burned with an incandescent light. But 
for the present brand of utopianism, there is 
ideal soil in the modern media of communi- 
cation, which means stereotyped and 
programmed talk from one group to another 
— thus the impression of consensus. It is an 
enforced consensus, but since it is done by 
mechanisms, the victims do not realise that 
there are despots hiding behind the semblance 
of “dialogue”. The “spontaneous consensus” 
is the century’s biggest illusion, and the 
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young are the illusion-chasers par excellence. 
So the bond between consensual utopia and 
its beloved victims is likely to weaken. But 
new utopias are being born and new 
vanguards are lining up all the time. 
Recently, during a televised discussion 
in Budapest, I was told that young people 
are the “eternal rebels”. The person who 
said this was a well-known ex-Marxist 
thinker who has now switched to (naturally) 
a humanist version of socialism. I retorted 
that the young get old, and even before doing 
so they build new societies on the ruins of 
youthful utopias. This, indeed, remains our 
best hope. O 


We are delighted that Thomas Molnar has 
agrred to become a patron of Right Now! A 
renowned philosopher and writer, Professor 
Molnar has recently been awarded one of 
Hungary’s highest cultural distinctions. On 
the recommendation of the Prime Minister 
he was awarded the Republican Order. 


Footnotes 

1. Herbert Marcuse, German-American political 
philosopher, 1898-1979. Member of the Marx- 
ist-inspired Frankfurt School. Works include 
Reason and Revolution (1941) 


2. Francis Fukuyama, Japanese-American writer, 
author of The End of History and Trust 


3. Cybernetics, a term invented by Norbert 
Wiener and Arturo Rosenthal in 1947, derives 
from the Greek kubernes (“steersman”) and 
means the study of the control and governance 
of organism and machines with artificial intelli- 
gence 


4. Pierre Teilhard de Chardin, author of The 
Phenomenon of Man (1959) 


5. Claude Henri de Rouvroy, Comte de Saint- 
Simon, 1760-1825. French writer and thinker. 
Born in Paris, fought on American side in War 
of Independence, imprisoned for a short time 
during French Revolution. Wrote various books, 
including L’Industrie (1817), Du systeme 
industriel (1821) and Nouveau Christianisme 
(1825). Influenced writers like Thierry and 
Comte. Attempted suicide in 1823. Lived in pov- 
erty after he had spent all of his own money. A 
St Simonian society was later founded which 
promulgated the enfranchisement of women, free 
love, community of property and the abolition 
of the right of inheritance 


6. Mikhail Bakunin, 1814-1876. Russian anar- 
chist and revolutionary. Born in Tajok, Russia of 
a noble family. Resigned from the army. Met 
anarchist leaders in Paris in 1846, took part in 
Dresden revolution in 1848 and was sentenced 
to death. Sentence commuted and handed over 
to Russian authorities, to be exiled to Siberia in 
1855. Escaped in 1861 and spent most of the 
rest of his life mostly in Switzerland. With his 
faction, expelled from Third International in 1872 
for being too extreme. 
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BCM Right, London, WC1N 3XX. 
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Plagiarism and the Culture War 


Theodore Pappas, Halberg, Tampa, 
USA, 1998, pb, 212pps, $16.95 


This book is a revised and expanded second 
edition of a work which was rejected by forty 
commercial and university presses before the 
conservative Rockford Institute undertook to 
publish it. The distinguished historian 
Eugene Genovese contributes a foreward to 
this second edition. In it he notes that, as 
was to be expected in these days, the first 
edition “got the silent treatment [both] from 
the media and from scholarly journals”. 

The plagiarism here is mainly and in the 
first instance that committed by Martin 
Luther King, the assassinated leader of the 
American civil rights movement. But what 
makes this account of King’s plagiarism rate 
as itself a significant incident in the culture 
war is the author’s calm, painstaking and in 
sum utterly devastating exposure of the 
nature and the extent of the attempts to con- 
ceal, to deny or to excuse that plagiarism. It 
is an appalling story, both in itself and in 
what it reveals about the cultural condition 
of the USA today. Of all the many scandalous 
features of the whole business, in which a 
great many individuals and institutions have 
been involved, perhaps the most breathtak- 
ingly scandalous has been the behaviour of 
Boston University. The truth here is that, 
although the thesis for which King was 
awarded a PhD by that University had been 
shown to contain large chunks of unacknowl- 
edged quotation from another man’s thesis 
—a thesis which had earned the same degree a 
few years earlier from that same institution 
— its tenured academic spokespersons 
systematically and stubbornly denied that 
plagiarism. 

The favourite excuse offered on King’s 
behalf is that plagiarism is an accepted 
practice within black culture, or at any rate 
within the culture of black ministers of 
religion. In an academic context such 
excuses ought, of course, to be altogether 
unacceptable. The reason why in America 
today they are in fact so often both offered 
and accepted is because of what is taken to 
be a consequence of President Clinton’s oft- 
repeated insistence that the ‘multicultural’ 
diversity of the country is a source of 
strength. That assumed consequence is that 
all cultures are equally good or equally 
‘valid’. 

Only when and if that assertion is pro- 
vided with a clear empirical meaning by 
putting and pressing the question “What is 
it that they are alleged to be equally good 
for?” does it become possible to determine 
whether or not it is true. In fact, the truth 
is that the cultures of different ethnically 
defined groups at different times are very 
far from equally good for encouraging 
members of those groups to pursue successful 
careers in different sorts of occupation. See, 
for instance, various works by Thomas 
Sowell, and in particular his classic Ethnic 
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“Reading maketh a full man’ - Bacon 


America: A History (Basic: New York, 
1981). 

If and insofar as what is called ‘black 
culture’ is indeed a handicap making it 
impossible for blacks — despite gross and 
pervasive pro-black racist discrimination — 
to become anything like proportionately 
represented in all manner of scientific and 
technological occupations, then it was 
radically revealing for Jesse Jackson, the 
self-appointed successor of King, to declare 
cultural war. Notoriously he did this by lead- 
ing demonstrators on the campus of Stanford 
University in chorusing the obscurantist 
slogan: “Ho! Ho! Ho! Western Culture’s 
got to go!” 

This most salutary book is prefaced by 
an epitomizing motto: “No more evidence 
is needed; the verdict is in: nothing is more 
intolerant of a diversity of opinion than a 
‘liberal’ society touting the virtues of toler- 
ance and diversity’’. 

Antony Flew 


The Breakdown of Europe 
Sir Richard Body MP, New European 
Publications, 1998, pb, 92pps, £9.95 


The distinguished Conservative MP, Sir 
Richard Body, slays all the great Europhile 
myths. He demolishes the various arguments 
that the EU has kept the peace for the past 
forty years; that EMU will be beneficial to 
the British economy, and that pooling our 
sovereignty in a big political unit will, in 
effect, give us more influence in the world 
rather than less. 


Sir Richard also looks at how the creation 
of megastates favours large multinational 
corporations at the expense of medium-sized 
and small businesses. He argues that the 
more remote and centralised a state becomes, 
the greater the corruption to the morale and 
welfare of the people and the body politic. 
The symptoms of this disease are more 
crime, more social division, a sense of 
powerlessness felt by the great majority and 
a bloated bureaucracy. 

The book concludes optimistically, as Sir 
Richard rightly believes that the great techno- 
logical inventions such as the video and the 
internet, amongst others, have given citizens 
the opportunity to get a different point of 
view other than that found in establishment 
media organs controlled by the same powers 
which are behind the drive towards creating 
a country called Europe. It is up to conserva- 
tives and like-minded patriots to exploit the 
great technological revolutions to come in 
the early part of the new century, such as 
digital communications and the possibility 
of electronic voting. We must ensure that 
we get our message made available by such 
means to the citizenry at large so that they 
can become better informed and educated 
about the threat which the European Union 
poses to our future. Sir Richard’s conclu- 
sion is that the technological marvels of this 
new electronic age will empower the people 
and breakdown the centralising élitists’ 
version of Europe. 

This book is full of interesting informa- 
tion and ideas. It covers a wide range of 
important issues, is succinct and also has a 
very useful index and short bibliography. 

Allan B Robertson 


@ Right Now! readers can obtain copies of 
The Breakdown of Europe at the special 
offer price of £5.50 plus £1 p&p from New 
European Publications, 14-16 Carroun 
Road, Lambeth, London SW8. Please 
mention Right Now! when ordering. 


The Great Betrayal: How American 
Sovereignty and Social Justice are being 
Sacrificed to the Gods of the Global Economy 


Patrick Buchanan, Little, Brown & Co. 
Boston, USA, hb, 288pps, $22.95 


I will confess that I have a predisposition 
toward Pat Buchanan’s book. I have always 
found the free trade case too slick. He also 
begins with a confession, that he was a free 
trader until he met men who had lost their 
jobs because their factory had moved to 
Mexico. Buchanan’s book traces the history 
of free trade and concludes that it has never 
brought any country anything but financial 
ruin. The case for free trade is difficult to 
refute. One reason is that it opposes a logical 
unreality to the illogical reality. Tory 
opponents in the nineteenth century found 
themselves baffled because the practical case 
for protection can only really be presented 
by time and consequence. The slyness of 
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Whiggery is part of this logical unreality. 
Adept at seizing the moral high ground, it 
puts forward in moral form something which 
it is not really aiming at, at all. 

Buchanan argues that the free trade 
theorist is a Utopian, and quotes Cobden: 
“T believe that the physical gain will be the 
smallest gain to humanity from the success 
of this principle. I look farther; I see in the 
Free Trade principle that which shall act on 
the moral world as the principle of gravita- 
tion in the universe — drawing men together, 
thrusting aside the antagonism of race, and 
creed, and language, and uniting us in the 
bonds of eternal peace” — and there I think 
we have it: free tradism is a metaphysical, 
rather than an economic, programme. Its 
aim, frankly admitted by Cobden on another 
occasion, is the multicultural, multi-racial 
“One World”. 

Of course it will be objected to 
Buchanan’s thesis that free trade ushered in 
Victorian prosperity, and there are other 
examples to cite. The truth is that free trade 
makes a small élite rich. The cost: the 
stunted children, the foetid slums, the poi- 
soned acres, the stripping of our land of grass 
and grain and its covering with bricks and 
concrete was borne by the nation. Cobden 
indeed could see goods flowing freely into 
and out of Great Britain but he did not forsee 
what was inherent in free trade: that the 
goods would be followed by the machines 
which made the goods and then by the ma- 
chines which made the machines, and that 
men would accumulate and wealth decay. 
We see that consequence in our lost 
industries, our closed mines and our ruined 
agriculture and fisheries. 

Cobden, when replying to the charge 
that he and Bright wanted the repeal of the 
Corn Laws in order to depress the wages of 
industrial workers, declared with moral 
passion, “I care not if the price of bread be 
higher or lower, so long as it be the true 
price”. But what is the true price? Did the 
price of American wheat which brought ruin 
to British arable farming after 1870 include 
the lost value of the top-soil which blew away 
“in one night” and left the American dust- 
bowl? Did the price of Brunner-Mond’s soda 
ash include the continuing cost of reclaiming 
the acres of poisonous dereliction on the 
Upper Mersey? If not, in what sense were 
they the “true” price? Cobden’s statement 
was based upon the free trade credo: “That 
the maxim of buying in the cheapest market 
and selling in the dearest, which regulates 
every merchant in his individual dealings, 
is strictly applicable as the best rule for the 
trade of the whole nation.” 

But is it? The Europhiles who argue that 
if the abolition of tariff barriers between 
England and Scotland was beneficial then 
the abolition of tariff barriers throughout 
Europe must be even more beneficial have 
not read their own book in which is con- 
tained the “Law of Diminishing Returns.” 
The dead lift of a balloon after a critical 


volume is reached, does not increase pro- 
portionately to increase in volume; on the 
contrary, the ratio declines and declines 
algebraically. The same is true of a “free 
trade area” it is subject to the law of maxi- 
mum size; the more it is extended the more 
localized, relatively, becomes production 
and reduction in the costs of production are 
more than offset by increases in the costs of 
distribution. The Utilitarians were wrong in 
saying things should be produced where they 
can be most economically produced. Things 
should be produced where they can most 
economically be consumed. 

Buchanan looks at both the history and 
theory of free trade and asks if anything 
which has caused, and still causes, so much 
human misery can be good. Those Con- 
servatives (National Liberal refugees rather 
than Tories) who pride themselves on being 
“At the heart of Europe” should read this 
book and ask themselves the same question. 

Anthony Cooney 





Ex-Friends 


Norman Podhoretz, The Free Press, 
New York, 1999, hb, 256pps, $25.00 


A Case for Conservatism 


John Kekes, Cornell University Press, 
Ithaca, NY, 1998, 239 pps, $28.50 


The editor-in-chief of Commentary for 
thirty-five years and now a senior fellow of 
the Hudson Institute, Norman Podhoretz is 
an outstanding writer and moulder of public 
opinion not only because of his excellent 
literary skills, but primarily because of his 
moral and intellectual integrity and nobility 
of mind, spirit and character. 

In his new work, Ex-Friends, Norman 
Podhoretz writes about former friends and 
philosophical allies who soorned and ostra- 
cized him for converting from the radicalism 
of his youth to political and cultural 
conservatism. But what do we mean by 
‘conservatism’? 

John Kekes, professor of philosophy and 
public policy at State University of New York 
(Albany), tells us in A Case for Conservatism 
that conservatism, as a political and cultural 
philosophy, is the desire to maintain or 
conserve the best features of the existing 
order; conservatism urges that we depend 
upon the wisdom of the past to provide 
insights into and ways to solve or alleviate 
contemporary social, political, economic 
and moral problems. 

Conservatives acknowledge the eminent 
18th Century British statesman and politi- 
cal philosopher Edmund Burke to be the 
founding father of modern conservatism. An 
examination of Burke’s philosophy ofreligion 
is essential to understanding what conserva- 
tism is all about. Burke stressed the impor- 
tance of man’s personal relationship with 
God; he believed the earthly miseries which 
human beings encounter are tests and trials 
sent to us by Providence to mould and shape 


our characters for the better. The Christian 
view of sin and human nature is the true one; 
sin, he argued, is a consequence of our de- 
pravity and not the result of erring institu- 
tions. Sin is an alarming and demonstrable 
fact of the wickedness of human nature and 
only religious faith and practices, not legis- 
lation or revolutions, can be a consolation 
for our ills. At the same time, though, Burke 
recognized that man possesses a beautiful, 
noble side that reveals itself in acts of faith, 
hope, courage and charity. 

In his works Kekes explains the conserva- 
tive view of man: “The view of thoughtful 
conservatives is not one of hopeless pessi- 
mism according to which contingency makes 
human nature evil rather than good. Their 
view, rather, is a realistic pessimism that 
holds that whether the balance of good and 
evil propensities and their realization in peo- 
ple tilts one way or another is a contingent 
matter over which human beings and the 
political arrangements they make have in- 
sufficient control.” He adds: “Conservatives 
do not think that the human condition is 
devoid of hope... Their view is rather that 
human beings have both good and evil 
propensities...” 

Burke’s philosophy of religion supplied 
him with a trenchantly realistic view of 
human nature, one that acknowledged not 
only the sinfulness, but also the nobility, of 
man. For Burke, religious faith not only was 
a personal but also a social necessity. If the 
people of a nation lose their religious foun- 
dation and faiths, said Burke, then that 
nation will disintegrate morally, politically 
and socially. The highest happiness, accord- 
ing to Burke, is moral and spiritual happiness. 
Wise men should attack vices, not names 
and institutions. Without religion, men 
would become spiritually blind and try to 
place the blame for their ills on institutions 
rather than on themselves. 

Like their mentor, contemporary con- 
servatives, such as the late Dr Russell Kirk 
(author of The Conservative Mind, Enemies 
of the Permanent Things, Eliot and his Age, 
etc) affirm that religion provides the moral 
foundation for civil society. However, as 
the late Dr Will Herberg (author of Protes- 
tant-Catholic-Jew) has observed, “Unless he 
is something more than a conservative, he 
will be tempted to turn religion into an 
exalted public utility serving social and 
cultural ends”. Conservative thinkers main- 
tain that without religious faith and belief 
in the enduring values and standards of 
religion, society cannot survive as a moral 
entity; religious faith humanises man and 
keeps him from committing mayhem against 
his neighbour. 

The conservative reasons this way: true, 
man, even with religion in the world, has 
made a mess of the world, but how much 
worse would the world be if we did not have 
the influence of religion? 

Haven Bradford Gow 
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The end of the peers? 

















Christopher Luke argues that their independence of mind alone makes the House of Lords worth saving 





t the last General Election the Labour 
Party manifesto stated, “The House of 
Lords must be reformed. As an initial self- 
contained reform, not dependent on further 
reform in the future, the right of hereditary 
peers to sit and vote in the House of Lords 
will be ended by statute. This will be the 
first stage in a process of reform to make 
the House of Lords more democratic and 
representative. The legislative powers of the 
House of Lords will remain unaltered”. 

The manifesto continued, “The system 
of appointment of life peers will be reviewed. 
Our objective will be to ensure that, over 
time, Party appointees as life peers more 
accurately reflect the proportion of votes cast 
at the previous General Election. We are 
committed to maintaining an independent 
cross-bench presence of life peers. No one 
political party should seek a majority in the 
House of Lords. 

“A committee of both Houses of Parlia- 
ment will be appointed to undertake a wide- 
ranging review of possible further change 
and then to bring forward proposals for 
reform. We have no plans to replace the 
Monarchy”. 

Following Royal Assent being given to 
other controversial constitutional reforms — 
including Bills to establish assemblies in 
Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland, 
incorporate the European Convention on 
Human Rights into UK domestic law, and 
reform the voting system for European 
parliamentary elections - Government pro- 
posals to end the right of hereditary peers 
to sit and vote in the House of Lords were 
announced in the Queen’s speech last 
November. However, in failing to reach 
agreement with Her Majesty’s Loyal Oppo- 
sition — let alone the smaller opposition 
parties in Parliament — on the eventual 
composition and size of the House of Lords, 
it does seem to be somewhat premature for 
HMG to proceed with its proposal to end 
the right of hereditary peers to sit and vote 
in their Lordship’s House without putting 
in place safeguards to stop the replacement 
of one unelected (but nevertheless valuable) 
revisory chamber with another, which may 
lack the knowledge and impartial wisdom of 
the current Upper House. 

Although, at first, it may appear unfair 
that hereditary peers should be able to sit 
and vote in the Parliament of the United 
Kingdom purely on the grounds of their 
ancestors’ deeds (moral or otherwise) and 
without their having to contest and win an 
election on the basis of their words and deeds 
alone, their absence from, first, needing to 
be approved by a political party as a suit- 
able candidate and, secondly, from being 





selected by a constituency party to contest 
an election (before finally winning an 
election) does mean that hereditary peers 
are more likely to bring to Parliament an 
independence of mind that is so sorely lack- 
ing in the House of Commons, where 
prospective members are largely selected on 
the basis of their loyalty to a political party 
rather than either the conscience of their 
constituents or their personal convictions. 
It should not be forgotten, amidst the 
Labour Party’s claim that the presence of 
hereditary peers affords the Conservative 
Party an in-built majority in the House of 
Lords, that only the titles and voting rights 
of hereditary peers are (currently) hereditary, 
political allegiances are not! There is no 
guarantee that an heir to any title will share 
the political convictions of the present peer, 
any more than there is that a present peer 
will share the beliefs of his/her ancestors. 
It is also the case that the overwhelming 
majority of hereditary peers bring with them 
a breadth and depth of knowledge on a wider 
range of matters than directly-elected MPs 
in the lower house, particularly in recent 
years as politics graduates have gone straight 
from university into being full-time research 
assistants to MPs, and then on to being MPs 
themselves, with little, or no, knowledge and 
understanding of life and work outside 
Parliament. Contrary to Labour Party dis- 
information, not all hereditary peers are 
Eton and Oxbridge educated landowners: the 
overwhelming majority were educated at 
other schools and/or universities and either 
are, or were, employed in a wide range of 
occupations. It is precisely the differing 
educational, occupational and social back- 
grounds of hereditary peers which makes 


the existing upper house such an interesting 
and unique place and, as its defeats of 
successive UK Government proposals show, 
often more in touch with public opinion than 
MPs in the directly-elected House of 
Commons, where loyalty to the Party Whip 
is the fundamental precondition for 
membership. 

The continuity of hereditary peerages 
also confers upon the holder of a title a 
reverence for the past and a concern for the 
future which is so often lacking in elected 
MPs (and some party appointees as life 
peers) who view their licence to legislate as 
being not unlike ownership of a property, to 
do with what they please, rather than a 
trusteeship to be bequeathed to future 
generations. That reverence for the past and 
concern for the future appears to be increas- 
ingly non-existent in the hearts and minds 
of the Blair administration on a wide range 
of issues and not just those pertaining to 
constitutional affairs. 

Various suggestions have been made for 
making the House of Lords more reflective 
of the proportion of votes cast at the 
previous General Election: 

* allowing MPs to elect a number of life 
peers to form a second chamber — in the 
same way as Northern Ireland MPs in the 
1921-72 Stormont Parliament elected 
members of the (now defunct) Northern 
Ireland Senate; 

* retaining hereditary peers and allowing 
them to elect some of their number to sit 
and vote in their Lordship’s House (either 
according to their rank, ie, Baron/Viscount/ 
Earl/Marquess/Duke or their peerage, ie, 
England/Scotland/Great Britain/United 
Kingdom) — in the same way as Peers of 
Ireland elected up to 28 of their number to 
sit and vote in the House of Lords, following 
the Act of Union 1800 and prior to the 
enactment of the Irish Free State Agreement 
Act 1922; 

* creating a directly-elected second 
chamber of life peers elected by the electorate 
as a whole (possibly on a different voting 
system from that used in elections to the 
House of Commons). 

However, all of these methods compromise 
the independence of mind afforded to existing 
hereditary peers who currently sit and vote 
in the Upper House as of right, and which 
is fundamental to preserving the historic 
rights and liberties of the Queen’s Subjects. 

For all these reasons, I strongly oppose 
HMG’s proposals to end the right of heredi- 
tary peers to sit and vote in the House of 
Lords. QO 
Christopher Luke is a contributing editor, 
Right NOW! 
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Blatant discrimination 
The black newspaper New Nation 
carried an article about the five 
suspects in the Stephen Law- 
rence murder inquiry, called “Do 
you know where they live?” and 
said that black Londoners might 
like to visit them and “offer our 
suggestions as to how their media 
image or indeed their facial 
features may be enhanced”. The 
Press Complaints Commission 
agreed with Tory MP Eric Forth, 
who had complained to them on 
behalf of the mother of one of 
the five, a constituent, that the 
article was an incitement to racial 
hatred and violence, and wrote 
to New Nation. New Nation’s 
editor, Michael Eboda, said “I 
was shocked to receive the PCC 
letter. It’s another example of 
them discriminating against the 
black community”. (Guardian, 
Ist February 1999) 


Just the facts, ma’am! 
In the wake of the Stephen Law- 
rence enquiry, the Home Office 
has postponed a crime trends sur- 
vey carried out by a senior female 
researcher, showing that black 
people are more likely to become 
involved in crime than Asians or 
whites. A “police source” com- 
mented: “There are some unhappy 
conclusions. It is substantial and 
quite revealing”. (Times, 25th 
January 1999) 


Republican virtues 

Sir Everton Weekes, former Bar- 
bados and West Indies cricketer, 
welcoming the prospect of 
Barbados losing the Queen as 
head of state after the Barbados 
Labour Party won the January 
election — “I have a lot of respect 
for Britain... I would like to think 
that we could still go over there 
as a nation and ask for a dollar”. 
(Daily Telegraph, 22nd January 
1999) 


Worth every penny 

A new office for MPs at West- 
minster will be more expensive 
per user than any other building 
in the UK, costing a total of £250 
million, or £1.2 million for every 
MP using it. £200,000 is to be 
spent on plants for the building’s 
restaurant. (Daily Telegraph, 
29th January 1999) 


Lady Linda 
Sir Paul McCartney has protested 
about TV and radio stations de- 
clining to play his wife Linda’s 
posthumously released song, The 
Light Comes From Within, be- 





cause it contains the lines “You 
say I’m stupid, you say I’m a 
hick. You’re f***ing no-one, you 
f***ing dick”. (Guardian, 25th 
January 1999) But John Peel, the 
BBC presenter, opined: “There is 
a tendency for people to claim 
their records have been banned 
when in fact they are not being 
played because they are crap.” 
(Times, 25th January 1999) 





South is Chris Smith. (Times Lit- 
erary Supplement, 29th January 
1999) 


The camera never lies 
Channel 4 faked large segments 
of a “documentary” about male 
prostitutes in Glasgow. The 
“clients” filmed were actually 
production staff or friends. A 
Channel 4 programme about a 





the time of Stephen’s murder... 
10 other major crimes including 
three murders were being inves- 
tigated... Suffice it to say no one 
suggested that any of the murders 
approached the significance of 
the Stephen Lawrence murder.’ 
Isn’t this the very thing the Law- 
rence supporters complained 
about, that the degree of serious- 





Sikhing State money 
The first Sikh school in Europe 
will become part of the state edu- 
cation system in November 1999, 
when Guru Nanak College in 
Hayes is to be given voluntary- 
aided status. (Times Educational 
Supplement, 1st January 1999) 


All’s well that ends well 
David Howard, a white official 
in a senior position in Washington 
DC’s city government, was 
sacked because he used the word 
“niggardly”, which black col- 
leagues thought was a racial 
adjective. But he was reinstated 
— because he is homosexual. 
(Daily Telegraph, 5th February 
1999) 


Liberal idealist 

Fidel Castro sponsored “Carlos 
the Jackal”, the international 
assassin presently serving a life 
sentence in France for three 
murders, providing him with 
passports, money and five flats 
in Paris, according to a former 
senior Cuban government official. 
Castro is also under investigation 
for drug trafficking. (Guardian, 
lst February 1999) 


Clitoral enrichment 

A Malian living in France (there 
are about 40,000 Malians in 
France) admitted circumcising 
50 girls in the biggest case of its 
kind in France, since the practice 
imported by Muslim immigrants 
was outlawed in 1984. (Times, 
3rd February 1999) 


Arts for all 
The Culture Secretary, Chris 
Smith, recently appeared on the 
South Bank Show, saying that it 
was his mission to “bring the arts 
to the widest possible audience’. 
Islington Council has just voted 
to close five of its libraries on 
weekdays. The MP for Islington 








“father” and daughter was pulled 
when the man admitted that he 
was the woman’s boyfriend. 
Channel 4 has been told to in- 
vestigate another programme by 
the Independent Television 
Commission, who recently fined 
Carlton TV £2 million for faking 
scenes in a drugs “documentary”. 
(Daily Telegraph, 5th February 
1999) 


British tolerance 

“We actually have a totalitarian 
state without any need for rubber 
truncheons and torture chambers. 
We all think the same thing 
because we enjoy it and those 
who dissent are first ignored, 
then laughed at and, finally, if 
they go too far, hounded from 
public life” — Peter Hitchens on 
political correctness. (Express, 
8th February 1999) 


That old black magic 
Voodoo, Pentecostalist Christi- 
anity and Rastafarianism are 
being investigated by the Maud- 
sley Hospital’s famed Institute of 
Psychiatry, which hopes to gain 
insights into mental illness 
within London’s ethnic minority 
groups. Afro-Caribbean leaders 
have long complained that their 
needs are not properly under- 
stood by Western psychiatrists. 
(South China Morning Post, 
28th January 1999) 


Misguided Macpherson 
Martin Mears, the independently- 
minded former head of the Law 
Society, was characteristically 
hard-hitting in his condemnation 
of the Macpherson Report into 
the death of Stephen Lawrence: 
“Its most striking feature is its 
schizophrenia... Take this ex- 
traordinary statement: ‘We were 
informed that [the police] faced 
a particularly heavy workload at 
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ness of a crime should be 
assessed in accordance with the 
colour of the victim?” (Eastern 
Daily Press, 5th March 1999) 


Race hate scandal 
The Commission for Racial 
Equality has estimated that 
382,000 crimes in 1995 were 
estimated by the victims to be 
motivated by racism. Of these 
crimes, 238,000, or nearly two- 
thirds, were committed against 
white victims. (Daily Mail, 9th 
February 1999) 


Best man for the job 
Between 1990 and 1993, seven 
allegations of racial discrimina- 
tion against Lambeth Council 
were upheld by tribunals. In 
1993, the Council’s Chief Execu- 
tive, Herman Ouseley, left — to 
become Chairman of the Com- 
mission for Racial Equality. 
(Private Eye, 5th March 1999) 


More nationalistic? 
Germany’s conservatives were 
amazed to find that they had won 
an election by appealing to the 
German people’s sense of nation- 
hood. The Christian Democrats 
(CDU) swept to power in Hesse 
by mobilising popular hostility 
to the government’s plan to give 
German citizenship to well over 
half of the seven million foreign 
immigrants currently in Germany. 
The CDU was encouraged to 
adopt a more nationalistic stance 
by its Bavarian ally, the Chris- 
tian Social Union, led by Edmund 
Stoiber who intends to be the 
conservative candidate for the 
Chancellorship in 2002. Com- 
mentators have asked if the 
Hesse win will herald a shift to a 
more nationalistic stance in the 
whole conservative camp. (Daily 
Telegraph, 10th February 1999) 


cA. 


NOT SO BLACK AND 
WHITE 


The report into the death of Stephen Lawrence 
should serve as a lesson to us all — a lesson 
in how liberal multiculturalists are today 
distorting and inventing history to imbue the 
British people with a self-loathing guilt 
which prevents them from acting rationally 
in their national self-interest. “Nonsense,” 
liberals will cry, “we all know what happened. 
Stephen Lawrence was stabbed to death in 
an utterly unprovoked and purely racist 
attack by a gang of white youths who have 
only escaped conviction as a result of 
police incompetence, itself partly due to 
racism’. Yeeess, as Jeremy Paxman might 
contemptously reply, except there is no more 
evidence that this is what happened than 
there is for the existence of Santa Claus or 
the tooth fairy. 

If anyone finds this statement surprising 
it is because the media — upon whom the 


public rely for their information — is com- ,-# 


pletely dominated by the liberal establish- 
ment. Consider, for instance, the ITV 
‘drama-documentary’ The Murder of Stephen 
Lawrence: one of the executive producers 
was Yvette ‘Vanson’ who is, in fact, the wife 
of Michael Mansfield, the QC who repre- 
sents Stephen Lawrence’s parents! No 
possibility of bias there then, was there? 

As to the official inquiry report, it would 
be hard to produce something so biased and 
absurd if you deliberately set out to do so. 
Which is, of course, exactly what the inquiry 
team did, and why they were selected. 
Consider what the Left-wing newspaper, The 
Guardian, had to say about the three team 
members:— Bishop John Mugabe Sentamu: 
a “radical” cleric, who has “championed the 
cause of anti-racism”; Tom Cook, “Educat- 
ing children in anti-racism” is one of his 
“particular concerns” and Dr Richard Stone: 
chairman of the Jewish Council for Racial 
Equality. Given that this was an inquiry into 
an alleged ‘racist’ killing, confirmed ‘anti- 
racists’ are no more neutral and impartial 
than the Ku Klux Klan. But what of the 
inquiry chairman, Sir William Macpherson 
of Cluny and Blairgowrie? A chief of his 
clan, a former captain in the Scots Guards 
and a retired judge with a reputation as a 
‘conservative’ — surely he couldn’t be accused 
of bias? In fact, Sir William is a perfect 
example of how morally weak and timid 
establishment conservatives have capitulated 
to the agenda of the liberal-Left. At the start 
of the inquiry he was accused by Mrs Law- 
rence of being a “racist”, criticised in a 
newspaper for being “racially insensitive”, 
and called upon to stand down by Michael 
Mansfield. Sir William seems to have been 
so intimidated that in order to disprove the 
accusations he abandoned all pretence of 
neutrality. As The Guardian put it: “From 
early on, his plain speaking made it clear 
his sympathies lay entirely with the 
Lawrence family”. 





Ze 





“How few men are strong enough to stand 
against the prevailing currents of opinion ... 
Be prepared to stand up faithfully for Right 
and Truth, however the wind may blow’: 
Winston Churchill 





It was therefore obvious from the start 
that the report would be biased and unreli- 
able, but it is so flawed, and so lacking in 
rigour, that it is difficult to know where to 
begin to rebut it. 

Let’s start with the incident which started 
it all: Stephen Lawrence’s killing. The report 
not only accepts but makes it an article of 
faith that the murder was simply motivated 
by racism, and the failure by some police 
officers to agree that this was the case was 
an example of their “unwitting racism”. But 
where is the evidence that this was “purely a 
racist murder”? We do not even know who 
the killers were, so how can we possibly 
know what their motivation was? Even an 
uncritical acceptance of the version of events 
put forward by Duwayne Brooks, who was 
with Lawrence when he was attacked, does 
not lead to that conclusion. Brooks has stated 
that he hates the police and he is not the 
most reliable of witnesses, having apparently 
incorrectly claimed that Lawrence had been 
attacked with an iron bar. 

We now come to the question of who 
actually killed Lawrence. In complete con- 
travention of all normal rules of fairness and 
justice, five white youths have been repeat- 
edly named by the media (in particular the 
Daily Mail) as the probable killers. There 
is, in fact, no evidence whatsoever that they 
are guilty. The five youths persecuted by the 
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media were named as suspects because they 
were believed to belong to a gang and to 
carry knives. Even if this were true and 
these aren’t the nicest boys in the world, it 
proves nothing. There are many such gangs 
in Eltham which is why, far from being the 
only ones likely to have killed Lawrence, 
these youths were simply five of seventy five 
suspects recorded by the police. Much has 
been made of the secret police surveillance 
video showing these youths as aggressive 
and racist, but in all their comments about 
blacks there was no admission that they had 
killed Lawrence. It is claimed that they 
suspected they were being bugged, but if 
that is so why would they express themselves 
so violently knowing that this could only be 
used against them? 

There are other doubts as to their guilt. 
Witness descriptions of the offenders, 
including that given by Brooks, do not match 
the named five. None of the witnesses picked 
out any of the five in the identity parades, 
(with the exception of Brooks, but his evi- 
dence was considered so unreliable that it 
was rejected by both the Crown Prosecution 
Service and the Courts). Both the CPS and 
the Courts have admitted that there is no 
evidence against the five, which is why the 
cases brought against them have collapsed. 

Indeed, there never was any evidence, 
and it seems they were only arrested be- 
cause of political pressure on the police. Was 
it just a coincidence that the five were 
arrested the day after Lawrence’s parents 
met Nelson Mandela, and a couple of days 
before a protest march was to take place? 
Even the police, we now learn, do not believe 
that all five are guilty. It appears that they 
simply decided, as Claude Raines put it in 
Casablanca, to ‘round up the usual suspects’. 

Having refused to allow the facts to cloud 
their case, the inquiry team proceed to dis- 
pense with all reason in their search for 
police ‘racism’. Having failed to come up 
with any genuine, overt examples of racial 
bias, in desperation they are driven to trying 
to find “unwitting racism’. Take, for instance 
the police treatment of Duwayne Brooks at 
the scene of the crime. The Inspector was, 
we are told, “insensitive”: “We are driven 
to the conclusion” the report states, “that 
Mr Brooks was stereotyped as a young black 
man exhibiting unpleasant hostility and 
agitation”. Could this be, I wonder in my 
naive and ‘unwittingly racist’ way, due to 
the fact that Brooks was a young black man, 
who was acting in an unpleasantly hostile 
and agitated way: he is reported to have 
been “jumping up and down and being 
very aggressive’, “virtually uncontrollable”, 
and calling the police “f**¥**** c****” and 
“pigs”. 

The report is so biased and lacking in 
credibility that a few newspapers have 
dared to criticise it. The Daily Telegraph, 
for instance, points out that the report is 
utterly inconsistent, first claiming that a 
“colour blind” approach is unacceptable 


because it “fails to take account of the 
nature and needs of the person or the people 
involved’, and two pages later claiming that 
“institutional racism” can be adduced should 
the institution “treat people differentially 
because of their race”. Interestingly, during 
the inquiry hearings Sir William admitted 
that “I don’t like the term” [institutionalised 
racism] “because you ask a dozen people 
about the definition and you get a dozen 
different answers”. This obviously wasn’t 
acceptable to Sir William’s masters, so in 
the end he had to come up with a definition 
with which to accuse the police. What no- 
one seems to have commented on is that his 
definition is itself grossly racist, stating as 
he does that “It can be seen or detected in 
processes, attitudes and behaviour which 
amount to discrimination through unwitting 
prejudice, ignorance, thoughtlessness, and 
racist stereotyping which disadvantage 
minority ethnic people” (emphasis added). 
So there you have it: you can only be insti- 
tutionally (and presumably individually) 
racist if you disadvantage coloured people. 

As to the racism detected in the police, 
this is nothing but pure and idle specula- 
tion, and assertions stated as if they were 
fact: “We do not believe that a young white 
man in a similar position would have been 
dealt with in the same way” — on what 
grounds don’t you believe it, Sir William, 
and can you prove it? Of course not. 

Sir William’s lack of objectivity is 
apparent by the report’s consistent bias 
against the police and cringingly fawning 
attitude to the black protagonists. Although 
the white youths against whom nothing has 
been proved were forced to give evidence to 
the inquiry, Mr Brooks was not obliged to 
appear, the cross-examination of Lawrence’s 
mother was stopped when she decided she 
didn’t like it, and Lawrence’s father wasn’t 
cross-examined at all. The report criticises 
the police for not keeping the Lawrences 
informed of progress, but it was the 
Lawrences who turned down the senior in- 
vestigating officer’s invitation to see him. 
As for Sir William’s criticism of police 
officers for using the words “coloured” and 
“negro”, perhaps he would rather the 
police referred to: blacks:as""1****** 
c*¥***” as he did not condemn these words 
as “inappropriate and offensive” when used 
by Brooks. 

The most amusing and ironic twist, how- 
ever, lies in the way in which, after having 
repeatedly condemned the police for their 
incompetent handling of this case, Sir 
William’s report is itself guilty of the 
supreme incompetence of publishing the 
names and addresses of some 30 police 
informers who may now have to be protected 
and rehoused at a cost of untold thousands 
of pounds. The report’s complaints of 
incompetence are the ultimate example of 
the pot calling the kettle black (unless this 
expression is deemed ‘insensitive’!). 

As to the report’s recommendations, 


some of these are so outlandish as to beggar 
belief. Recommendation 39 proposes 
amending the law so that “racist language 
or behaviour” can be prosecuted even if 
undertaken in the privacy of one’s home! 
How on earth could such a victimless ‘crime’ 
be policed? The idea is so preposterous it is 
likely to be quietly forgotten. Or take rec- 
ommendation 67, to amend the school 
National Curriculum to value “cultural 
diversity”. Where has this chief clansman 
(not to be confused with Klansman) been 
hiding for the last ten years. This is exactly 
the sort of brainwashing which our children 
are already being subjected to, even though 
nobody has ever provided any evidence that 
cultural diversity is in any way beneficial. 
There are repeated recommendations that 
the police and “other sections of the crimi- 
nal justice system” should learn to value cul- 
tural diversity, but where is the criticism of 
the Society of Black Lawyers, the Associa- 
tion of Black Probation Officers or the Black 
Police Association for their lack of ‘diver- 
sity’? White associations would not be 
allowed because the whole race relations 
industry is seeped in anti-white double 
standards. The very existence of this inquiry 
and report is testimony to that fact. 

Of course Lawrence’s killing was a tragic 
event, as is any death, but where were the 
public inquiries into the deaths of Richard 
Everitt, killed by a gang of Asians in 
Tottenham? Or Louie Wade, stabbed to death 
by negro youths in Newham? Or PC Dunne, 
killed by a bunch of Yardie gangsters? Of 
course the government doesn’t care about 
them: they’re white. Home Office Minister 
Kate Hoey has admitted that “on average, 
the Metropolitan Police invests 64% more 
in overall resources and utilises 35% more 
in officer days where the victim is black”. 
As a result, “in 1997/98, overall clear-up 
rates were at 24.9%, but where the victims 
were black the figures improved to 41.4%”. 

The Commission for Racial Equality 
recently admitted that far more whites have 
been victims of racial crimes than coloured 
people (238,000 compared with 143,000). 
And this is why recommendation 12 will 
backfire. Recommendation 12 proposes that a 
“racist incident” should be defined as “any 
incident which is perceived to be racist by 
the victim or any other person”. But with 
such a definition it is no wonder that Sir 
William is so adamant that Lawrence’s kill- 
ing was a racist crime. As he explains, “any 
suggestion that this was not a purely racist 
murder is understandably anathema to Mr 
and Mrs Lawrence, and indeed to the black 
community”. So there it is: because they 
believe it, it must be so, and to deny it is to 
be ‘unwittingly racist’. What’s more, recom- 
mendation 13 states that “the term “racist 
incident” must be understood to include 
crimes and non-crimes in policing terms. 
Both must be reported, recorded and inves- 
tigated with equal commitment”. (How on 
earth can the police investigate a “non- 


crime’?) I have news for Sir William: I 
perceive his treatment of the white police 
officers to have been racist. As Sir William 
presumably does not agree, the inevitable 
conclusion — according to his own rules — is 
that he is ‘unwittingly racist’. See how easy 
it is to make such claims, Sir William, and 
how impossible it is to deny them? 

But what of the future? The Government 
had already pre-empted recommendation 64 
(that the police should be given “targets” 
for the recruitment of coloured officers). 
Setting quotas is illegal, but when the Home 
Office Minister confirms that “heads would 
roll” if the police fail to recruit the stipulated 
number it is clear that the word “targets” is 
simply a device to get round the law. The 
Metropolitan Police have announced a new 
“Protect and Respect” policy, which is in 
addition to “Operation Spectrum” designed 
to combat ‘racists’, and comes under the 
“Policing Diversity” policy. A new racial 
and violent crime unit has been set up at an 
annual cost of over £800,000; £150,000 will 
be spent on the university fees of black 
students who agree to join the police (surely 
excluding whites from this fellowship 
scheme is racist?); £1 million will be spent 
on training police officers in ‘community 
and race relations’; and a new lay advisory 
group to deal with racist crime will cost 
£20,000. 

All ‘racially-motivated’ crimes are to be 
‘fast-tracked’ through the forensic system, 
which inevitably means that other cases will 
receive second-class treatment and be 
delayed. Individual police officers will be 
monitored over who they stop and search, 
with the obvious result that they will be 
reluctant to do their job properly and stop 
blacks, even when these are acting suspi- 
ciously. This has, in fact, already happened. 
Norman Brennan, a police officer who is 
also the national director of the Victims of 
Crime Trust, has said: “There is a growing 
number of police officers who are thinking 
twice now before stopping a black suspect 
in fear that they will find it’s “heads they’re 
racist’ and ‘tails they’re racist’. Rather than 
getting involved in an inquiry or a discipli- 
nary investigation, which in their opinion 
would be one-sided, many are seriously 
asking themselves if it is worth it”. 

Oh good, we are all much safer now, 
aren’t we? Q 


Po 
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Dispatches 


from... 





France: Alberto Carosa 
describes a conservative 


success 





> 6 


66 evolting , “racist, homophobic, 

backward proposals’, “horrible 
blasphemy of an anti-homo sect”, “the 
homophobic crusade of a far-Right sect”, 
“fundamentalist guerrilla warfare”, “fascist- 
like discourse” — these were but a few of 
the terms of endearment employed by a vast 
array of French and international media to 
describe opponents of the French Parlia- 
ment’s Pact of Civil Solidarity (PACS) bill. 
The French Left thought that the smooth 
approval of the above bill in a socialist-domi- 
nated Parliament was a foregone conclusion. 
It has paid the price for its complacency. 

The proposed legisation, which aimed 
to give legal status to homosexual relation- 
ships, was rejected out of hand by the 
National Assembly when its members passed 
a motion tabled by the centre-Right, condemn- 
ing it as unconstitutional, thus forcing Lionel 
Jospin’s Socialist government to withdraw 
the controversial bill. Whereas the legislation 
is a flagship for Jospin and his party, its 
opponents (rightly) fear that the legislation 
is the first step on the road to granting 
homosexual couples the right to adopt 
children, and is a Trojan Horse which aims 
to destroy the moral order. 

The Left’s state of panic officially com- 
menced on 9 October 1998, when the PACS 
Bill failed to reach the final voting stage. 
This setback was all the more astounding 
for a number of reasons. In the run-up to 
that Friday’s parliamentary session, the 
media were already hailing a measure whose 
endorsement was thought to be inevitable. 
The approval was viewed as a mere formality 
since the Socialists and their Communist, 
Green and Radical allies had a comfortable 
majority. Then in a last minute coup de 
théatre, a good number of Socialist MPs 
themselves failed to show up. 

Libération, the paper of the French 
extreme Left, lamented that even the 
Socialists were not doing enough to defend 
the pro-homosexual legislation, although this 
was among their electoral pledges. But many 
Socialist MPs feared the backlash in their 
own constituencies, whose electorate, however 
‘progressive’ in other respects, was generally 
not prepared to condone the legislation. If 
the Socialist MPs’ desertion was the tech- 
nical factor in the temporary (Jospin has 
pledged to slot the legislation back into the 





Assembly’s calendar as soon as possible) 
scrapping of the proposed bill, this was by 
no means the complete picture. Rather, it 
was the end result of a swelling grassroots 
reaction which gained momentum in late 
1997 when it was seen that the Socialists 
were pushing the legalisation of homosexual 
unions in earnest. They were so anxious to 
see their plans materialise that, in the interim 
period, homosexual couples were provision- 
ally allowed to register at city council level. 
The protest was first initiated and 
ignited by a pro-family Christian-inspired 
organization, Avenir de la Culture (“The 
Future of Culture”, or AdC), a lobby group 
related to Tradition, Family, Property, and 
specialising in direct mail initiatives. AdC 
asked its 300,000 associates to write to 
Jospin protesting against the “infamous and 
revolting bill... a juridical aberration, a 
deadly blow on society and an open rebel- 
lion against the natural order set by God”. 
The reaction also benefited from the French 
episcopate who boldly entered the debate, 
by affirming that the PACS was a threat to 
the solidity and very principle of the family. 
In an article across its first four pages, 
Libération lashed out at AdC with all sorts 
of hackneyed and preposterous accusations. 
Interestingly, in the midst of their virulence, 
these PACS fanatics let slip a clue as to the 
proportion of the campaign’s success at that 
stage: up to 90,000 letters were crippling 
the incoming mail services at the Prime 
Minister’s office. But by 21 October 1998 
the letters numbered 150,000! This was dis- 
closed in Parliament by the centre-Right MP 
Christine Boutin who had taken the leading 
position in the anti-PACS reaction, and was 
accordingly insulted personally by Jospin. 
Luc Berrou, President of AdC, noted 
that “According to our experience, if more 
than 100,000 letters reach Matignon [the 
Prime Minister’s residence], the alarm will 
rise from the post box up to the boardrooms”. 
This is very true, for in a somewhat unusual 
move for a head of government, the day after 
the 9 October voting Jospin gave vent to his 
unbridled fury on state TV, blaming AdC 
for causing his first major parliamentary 
fracas. The French President, Jacques 
Chirac, on the other hand, wrote to the 
campaign organisers: “I share your consid- 
erations which stem from family, moral and 


social concerns, as well as your attachment 
to the family and the institution of marriage”. 

While all this was taking place, the 
French Ministry of Justice was receiving its 
share of post — this was a different petition, 
but with the same objective. 13,000 of the 
nation’s mayors were stating what they 
thought on the matter. As a result, even a 
“hardliner” like Elisabeth Guigou, the 
present Minister of Justice, was not far from 
capitulation. In fact, she was compelled to 
instruct the French mayors to stop registering 
homosexual “unions”. 

For the second time, Jospin sought to 
ram the PACS through Parliament, but after 
three days of stormy debates on 9 Novem- 
ber, the session had to be suspended with 
not even the first section of the bill being 
put to the vote! To wield pressure on the 
legislators, on 7 November almost 100,000 
ordinary people from all around the country 
had marched through the Invalides area in 
Paris in support of pro-family and con- 
servative associations. 

Despite these “lessons” Jospin did not 
give up, but simply changed strategy, adopt- 
ing a low profile approach. Thus, on 9th 
December he managed to have the first 
reading of the bill endorsed virtually by 
stealth, thanks to the absence of some 
opposition members and the military-style 
obedience imposed on his MPs. 

On the other side of the political spectrum, 
AdC is resorting to another interesting 
application of direct mail initiatives for those 
centre-Right deputies who favour the PACS: 
writing to the voters of these deputies’ 
constituencies to tell them how their political 
representative is living up to his/her 
mandate. Mass mailings are proving to be 
the ideal solution for traditionalist and 
conservative lobby groups determined to 
interact with public opinion at large, bypass- 
ing those media to which they would not be 
normally given access. 

Now the bill is due to be tabled in the 
Senate in March or April, but the confron- 
tation is far from over, because the anti-PACS 
front is not prepared to give up. On the 
contrary, it has intensified its mobilisation, 
as was shown by another mass demonstration 
on 31 January, when some 200,000 people 
rallied in Paris, forming a parade 2.5 kms 
long (cf Correspondance Européenne, 10th 
February 1999). This time grassroots voters 
from across the political spectrum protested 
side by side with MPs, senators and mayors 
wearing the tricolour sashes that are their 
badges of office. Among the best known 
politicians who marched at the head of the 
procession were Christine Boutin, Philippe 
de Villiers, Charles Millon, Bruno 
Gollnisch, Bruno Megret and many others. 

The march promoters have already cau- 
tioned that, should Jospin proceed with his 
radical agenda, next time they will gather a 
million people in protest. Q 


Alberto Carosa is a Rome-based journalist 
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California: Raymond Batz 


charts some of the 


Left’s race lies 


s Marin County (California) Proposition 
209 chairman (the initiative to eliminate 
race preferences statewide), I was eager to 
attend the September, 1998 209 debate at a 
local college between University of Califor- 
nia at Berkeley professor Ron Takaki and 
former 209 Chairman and spokesman, Ward 
Connerly. 

Takaki, a proponent of race preferences, 
at one point in the discussion attempted to 
rationalise the need for racial preferences 
by claiming that ‘racism’ had prevented 
Asian-Americans from becoming San Fran- 
cisco police officers. To support his claim, 
Takaki said there were no Asian faces on 
the force 20 years ago. Retired SFPD officers 
in the audience knew better. The first Asian- 
American had joined the force in 1957, and 
the present Chief of the SFPD, Fred Lau, a 
Chinese-American, had joined the Depart- 
ment in the early 1970s along with a number 
of other Asian-Americans. 

Unfortunately, lying to prove the exist- 
ence of ‘racism’ is not usually so benign. A 
recent exchange of letters between Professor 
Charles Geshekter of California State Uni- 
versity at Chico, and John Hope Franklin, 
Chairman of President Clinton’s Commis- 
sion on Race, illustrates a more serious 
fabrication. To validate his claim that schools 
are becoming “resegregated”, Professor 
Franklin told a San Francisco reporter the 
story of a black student who had worked 
hard on an assignment, only to have his 
white teacher ask, “Where did you get this 
paper?” According to Franklin, “the boy was 
destroyed,” quit school and now lives on 
the street. Professor Geshekter, a graduate 
of Howard University and a member of the 
ACLU and the Southern Poverty Law Center, 
was appalled to learn of the incident. He 
wrote to Franklin, asking for particulars: 
the names of the school, the teacher, the 
student, and what, if anything, had been 
done to the teacher. 

Repeated requests to Franklin went 
unanswered for nearly a year before he 
responded, claiming the press of his duties 
as Race Commission Chair, as well as his 
“usual professional responsibilities” caused 
his tardy response. He added, “I can provide 
no more details about the incident...”, and, 
“TI do not wish to expose either him (the 
student) or his family to further unauthor- 
ized disclosure.” 

Geshekter persisted: “I am at a loss to 
understand why you, ‘do not feel free to 
reveal the name of the school or the young 
student’...Unless you provide such elemen- 






tary facts you leave the putative ‘incident’ 
devoid of any corroboration and hence it 
should be dismissed as a misleading and 
unverifiable story”. There has been no 
further response from Franklin. 

Another artful anecdote was also repu- 
diated early this year when it was found that 
a disturbing tale frequently delivered to 
gullible audiences by James Hood, a black 
Wisconsin educator, was also a lie. For years 
Mr Hood had alleged his uncle had been 
hanged and burned by “a gang of whites”. 
Local reporters researching the story could 
find no evidence the incident had ever 
occurred. 

In California, black San Jose federal 
district judge James W Ware was forced to 
withdraw his candidacy for an appellate court 
judgeship when his story of the murder of 
his brother was also exposed as a lie. He 
had cruelly altered the tragic story of the 
death of his half-sister at the hands of an 
African-American and had blamed it on 
whites. 

Of course the subject of race lies 
wouldn’t be complete without including 
President Clinton’s heart-tugging recollection 
of the rash of black church arson fires during 
his youth in Arkansas. Digging into news- 
paper files, Little Rock reporters found there 
had been no black church arson fires during 
Clinton’s youth in Arkansas. 

What prompts these flights from fact? 
Faulty memory, a genuine wish to right old 
wrongs, or are unprincipled race hustlers 
attempting to further a cause that is so lack- 
ing in substance it can only be supported by 
fantastic lies? One is reminded of the words 
of Lenin when he wrote: “We can and must 
write in a language which sows among the 
masses hate, revulsion, scorn, and the like, 
toward those who disagree with us”. Q 
Raymond Batz writes from San Rafael, 
California 








The Ulster 
Society 


For the promotion of 
Ulster-British heritage 
and culture 


Help support and maintain 
theUnion between Ulster and 
Great Britain by joining the 

Ulster Society. 


Please write to: 

The Membership Secretary, 
The Ulster Society, 
Brownlow House, 
Windsor Avenue, 
Lurgan, Co. Armagh 
BT67 9BJ 


Tel: Craigavon (01762) 327677 


Support loyal Ulster and 
remember the famous six: 


James Craig 1921-1940, 

J M Andrews 1940-1943, 
Lord Brookborough 1943-1963, 
Terence O’Neill 1963-1969, 
James Chichester-Clark 1969-1971, 
and Brian Faulkner 1971-1972, 


— the six Prime Ministers of 
Northern Ireland. 


Right Now! 


Internet site 
We are delighted to announce that we 
finally have an Internet site for Right 
Now. We believe that this will give the 
magazine a considerably higher profile 
and boost the numbers of our readers 
dramatically. Internet-literate readers 
are requested to view and comment upon 
the site, as the site is still under con- 
struction and there will undoubtedly be 
teething pains. The site address is : 

www.right-now.org 





Marek Racho 


We regret to announce that Marek Racho, our New York-based contributing 
editor, has died after a long illness. Marek contributed several extremely 
intelligent (and often amusing) articles to Right Now and other publications 


— one of which recently won a literary award from the Queen’s English 
Society. 

His premature death has robbed us of a young, civilised, enthusiastic 
and personable writer who made a marked contribution to the magazine 
and would doubtless have made a great contribution to sensible values more 
generally. Our profound sympathy goes to his wife Nancy. 
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MARGINALISING 
WOMEN? 
Sir, 

I am a new subscriber to 
your publication and very 
much enjoy the iconoclastic 
and “incorrect” views 
expressed; it makes such a 
change from the BBC! 

However, I have detected an 
attempt in your pages to 
marginalise women. I am sorry 
about the cliché, but I think in 
this case it is apt. For example, 
on page 23 of RN 22 it is 
suggested that Right-wingers 
find it difficult to engage in 
political activity because they 
have wives and children to 
protect. This sounds as if all 
Right-wingers are male. I 
would point out that some of us 
manage to be wives and 
Right-wing and politically 
active. I know of one potential 
subscriber that you lost 
because of this attitude. In 
view of the enormous task that 
Right-wingers face in the 
attempt to get their views 
accepted as received opinion, 
it seems unwise to alienate 
potentially half the market. 

P Cullen 
Lower Froyle, Hampshire 


ENDLESS COMPLAINTS 
AND INCIDENTS 

Sir, 

Before World War 2, the term 
“racist” was virtually unknown 
in this country. For, obviously, 
the precondition for the 
existence of racism is a 
sizeable population having 
distinct physical characteristics 
from those of the indigenous 
population, a condition that 
was only met in Britain, as in 
other countries of the West, 
with the “South to North” 
movement consequent upon the 
decline in transport and 
communication costs. 

The liberal establishment in 
Britain initially acqiesced in 
this quite unprecedented inflow 
of “coloured” migrants seeking 
to improve their material 
prospects, indeed, encouraged 
it in some instances in the 
naive belief that there ws a 
shortage of labour — presum- 
ably unaware that such a belief 
is an elementary economic 
fallacy. In fact, the notion, 
popular among the Left, that 
immigration confers economic 
benefits on the host country is 
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“Tt is by benefit of letters that 
absent friends are, in a manner, 
brought together.” 

- Seneca 





Write to: The Editor, Right NOW! 
BCM Right, London, WC1N 3XxX. 
or E-mail: righthow@compuserve.com 
The Editor regrets that he cannot answer all correspondence 


unwarrantable. The more 
plausible argument is that in 
general large scale immigration 
of labour acts over time to 
reduce, or check the rise of, 
wages and to raise rents and 
profits. 

What has emerged from the 
experience of Western coun- 
tries over the past four decades 
is that continuing political and 
social effort is involved in a 
seemingly vain endeavour to 
mollify racial resentments and 
to integrate the mass of 
coloured peoples into the 
mainstream of national life. 

A nation refusing entry to 
would-be immigrants is able 
more effectively to concentrate 
its energies on the many 
pressing postwar political 
problems, its attentions being 
undiverted by ever simmering 
racial isses. And it is spared 
that which the British are 
henceforth destined to endure: 
the day-to-day drag of having to 
bear and to cope with an 
endless assortment of race 
complaints and incidents. 

Edward Mishan, 
Broadstairs, Kent 


DROSSY WEST END 

Sir, 

Your publication is a “depressing 
read” because it is so right. It 
confirms and substantiates 
what becomes more obvious 
day after day. 

In one instance, I reflect on 
London’s West End where fine 
buildings and tasteful stores 
once existed. There have now 
erupted tasteless edifices, 
overstocked with “tat” displayed 
after the manner of bazaars. 
The expensive ladies’ fashion 
windows with, usually, foreign 
designer labels boldly displayed 
conjure up a vision of evening 
class institute students, 








clutching their certificates of 
“required standard”. Alas, the 
standards are depressingly 
inadequate. Where will the 
buck stop? 
Delia Gould, 
London, SW15 


PARLIAMENTARY EU 
OPPONENTS 
Sir, 
Quite a few current MPs have 
made their opposition to EC/ 
EU membership well known, 
in spite of what one of your 
contributors may think [RN22]. 
They include Reverend Ian 
Paisley and Peter Robinson of 
the DUP, Sir Richard Body, 
Desmond Swayne, Lawrence 
Robertson and Teresa Gorman 
of the Conservatives and 
Austin Mitchell of Labour, 
although his exact position on 
Europe swings violently and 
he voted for the Amsterdam 
Treaty. 

Brian Mooney, 

London, SW6 


REDEFINE THE ‘RIGHT’ 
Sir, 

I, and many others on the 
Right, will be encouraged to 
note Right NOW!’s commit- 
ment to exploring all avenues 
of thought, rather than just the 
Tory Party — which many 
working people find is against 
their interests and is always 
failing to deliver, when in 
government. 

Many, like me, regard 
‘Leftism’ more as a concept 
based on attitudes to race and 
gender politics, law and order, 
foreign affairs/defence, 
personal freedom and national 
sovereignty rather than mere 
economics. Indeed the reason 
why Britain is in such a mess 
now is not due to 18 months of 
Labour government — nor even 
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to the old Labour Party of the 
1970s, but to the 18 wasted 
years of Tory government 
under Mrs Thatcher and John 
Major, which concentrated on 
the bogus ‘market’ whilst 
allowing the Left to control the 
media and education system. 

I can respect an old Labour 
man who supports nationalisa- 
tion if he is also a patriot 
opposed to liberalism and rule 
from Brussels. I cannot respect 
a Tory who allows foreign 
companies to own and control 
British industry in the name of 
the ‘free market’ and who 
claims that alleged economic 
gain is an acceptable reason for 
ditching our historic currency 
and surrendering independence. 

That is why Right NOW! 
should move away from the 
Tories and seek to redefine 
what the ‘Right’ should be as 
we enter the new millennium. 
Let us make the new century 
one where a patriotic, 
populistic and anti-materialist 
Right displaces the tired old 
“‘conservative* Party as the true 
alternative to Left-liberalism. 

Russell White, 
London, SE18 


HOLY MUMMERY? 
Sir, 
I would like to see all war 
memorials abolished: they are 
part of that celebration of war 
which sanitises its foul reality. 
Mr Davidson’s article (RN 21) 
is replete with all the euphe- 
misms that go with war 
memorials: soldiers are never 
killed, “they gave their lives” 
or “fell in action”. To speak of 
“the supreme sacrifice” is the 
supreme hypocrisy if it implies 
that death in war is analogous 
with the death of Jesus: kill or 
be killed is the rule of war — it 
is your enemies life you hope 
to sacrifice, not your own. 
There will never be an end to 
war as long as it is treated with 
this fake solemnity and holy 
mummery. 
Bernard Smith 
Goring by Sea, West Sussex 


Editor’s note: Bernard Smith’s 
letter is likely to arouse strong 
feelings, in many cases hostile 
ones, amongst RN readers. I do 
not agree with Mr Smith 
myself. Other readers’ views 
would be welcomed. 

DT 





Meetings and activitin 


Arthur Jensen in the Lords 


Professor Arthur Jensen addressed a packed RN readers’ meeting on 
8 March 1998 in the House of Lords. His audience included many 
distinguished academics and several journalists, and the 
Professor’s ideas were described very fairly in the Daily Telegraph 
on 10 March. 

Professor Jensen lectures on psychology at the University of 
California, Berkeley, his specialist subject being general intelli- 
gence, or g, and the way in which intelligence differentials affect 
society (see RN22 for an interview with Professor Jensen). He 
showed two graphs side by side on a common vertical axis that 
vividly illustrated the difference between the general intelligence 
of black and white Americans. Each graph is a normal or “bell” 
curve indicating that the full range of intelligence is present in 
both groups. The difference is that the white bell curve’s bulge 
occurs significantly higher than on the black bell curve. The rea- 
son, he said, is that the average white IQ is 100 but the average 
black IQ is 85. 50% of whites score below 100%, but 84% of 
blacks. The proportion of whites with an IQ of less than 85% is 
16% but the proportion of blacks 50%. Chinese, Japanese and 
Jews had the highest IQ profiles of all in the United States. 

Jensen said that he was not a political animal nor a white 
supremacist, but he called for toleration of such research from 
the PC extremists. He went on to discuss what proportion of 
intelligence is genetically inherited. He believes that 70% of an 
individual’s intelligence is genetically inherited, 5% should be 
allowed for uncontrolled factors and 25% should be attributed to 
biological and environmental factors. 

The significance of the research indicates why the drive to 
achieve “equality of outcome” in US academic institutions has 
failed. Jensen has no quarrel with equality of opportunity; a soci- 
ety that fails to guarantee this could be losing out on identifying 
excellent and talented people. Children should start on the same 
track but after age 14 branch out in different directions. A “one 
size fits all’ educational system cheats the children. Finally, the 
Professor took questions from the RN readers present (which he 
later described as being generally of a much higher quality that 
the ones he is asked by psychology students at universities!) 

Allan B Robertson 


Right Now! on Carlton Television 


In my capacity as Right Now!’s editor. | was asked to appear on 
Carlton TV’s “Thursday Night Live”, on the 18th February to 
discuss the Stephen Lawrence affair. 

Myself, Gerald Hartup of the Freedom Association and busi- 
nessman Peter Marsh, who would speak against the politically 
correct line, were dotted among the studio audience. Our oppo- 
nents included Mark Wadsworth of the National Black Alliance, 
Tetteh Kofi, publisher of the New Nation newspaper, and the 
actor who had played the part of Stephen Lawrence in the pre- 
ceding “docudrama”. 

The programme started with the other side, with some intem- 
perate remarks from Mark Wadsworth, more sensible remarks 
from Tetteh Kofi, answered first by Gerald Hartup and then by 
Peter Marsh. Lord Taylor had an argument with Marc Wadsworth 
about how far blacks could go in British society. Then the young 
actor said that he often felt unsafe walking through white hous- 
ing estates. 

The presenter then asked me: “Do you think multiculturalism 
has gone too far?” Thinking of how far “anti-racism” and anti- 
Westernism has advanced into the mainstream, particularly in 
the fields of education and politics, | naturally said yes and that | 
believed that blacks were becoming or had already become 
“superequal’. This caused some grimaces and intakes of breath. 
| then stated that, as a white man who often walked around 
London late at night, | too could feel vulnerable in certain areas. | 
forgot to mention the time a black man had pulled a knife on me 
in Greenwich; maybe | should have done. Various black and Asian 
people said that | lived in a “fantasy world” or something along 
those lines. At least my 30 seconds of glory got the magazine a 
few new subscribers! Derek Turner 





The 1999 Lord Byron Foundation and 
Chronicles Annual Conference 


The End of the American Century? 
Implications for the West and the Rest 


To be held in London on Friday, Saturday and Sunday, 
16 — 18th April 1999 


The key players within the European Union have established monetary 
union and may soon have a common European defence force. While 
their supranational zeal undermines the traditional identity and 
institutions of the Old Continent, NATO under American leader- 
ship faces the threat of obsolescence and seeks to prolong its shelf 
life by looking for new missions and new threats that would justify 
its existence. Its expansion into Eastern Europe is accompanied by 
escalating mission creep and military action in the Balkans. 

Not only Russia and China, but also America’s traditional allies 
are growing impatient with the neo-imperial arrogance of the sole 
“superpower — but the regime in Washington remains increasingly 
unrestrained in its interventionist zeal. 

Just as it is getting more involved in open-ended military and 
political commitments in Europe, at home America is rapidly drift- 
ing away from its European heritage, from its traditional cultural 
and moral foundations, in the pursuit of “diversity” and multi- 
culturalism. The closing of its mind is accompanied by the 
seemingly irreversible change in its demographic structure. 

As we approach the third millennium, does this signify the end 
of what was once billed as “The American Century”? Making sense 
of these trends is no easy task, but that’s what our conferences are 
all about. We invite you to join: 

Sir Alfred Sherman, Dr Thomas Fleming, Dr Samuel 
Francis, Dr Ronald Hatchett, Dr Michael Stenton, Dr Raju 
Thomas, Dr Srdja Trifkovic, Christopher Check, Ambrose Evans- 
Pritchard, Derek Turner, and other upholders of unorthodox 
thought and bold analysis from both sides of the Atlantic. 


Our programme includes: 

¢ Welcoming reception and buffet dinner on Friday 16 April, 7pm, 
at the Waverley House Hotel, just off Russell Square 

* Full-day conference programme on Saturday (four panels, 9am 
until 6pm) at the elegant Senate House, London University, Russell 
Square 

¢ Buffet lunch, as well as morning and afternoon coffee, tea and 
biscuits 

* Gala banquet with Keynote Speeches on Saturday evening, 
7.30pm, at the Waverley House Hotel (black tie optional) 

* Concluding session and open forum discussion, Sunday morning. 

All-inclusive price: £95 single, £180 couple 

Panels only, with lunch (Saturday): £45 


So St ee ee ee ee 


Booking form 


i 
| Yes, I/we would like to attend the conference! 

| O Full conference programme @E£95 per person, or 

O Full conference programme£180 per couple 

| O Panels only (with lunch and tea) on Saturday, 17 April @ £45 
| per person 





| Enclosed is my/our cheque for £ .___ made payable to the 


‘Lord Byron Foundation’. 
i Name(s): 
| Address: 


| Postal code: 

















i Telephone: 





O Iam unable to come. I enclose a donation of £..... to help make 
this conference a success. A gift of £25 or more entitles me to a 
| free set of the papers presented at the conference. | 


| Please return to: 
The Lord Byron Foundation, 38 Lebanon Park, Twickenham, 
Surrey, TW1 3DG. Phone/fax: (0181) 892 7959 


I I 
ist clea a tec as alk al a cd ere 
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Connex South-Eastern regrets... 


Peter Gibbs describes the joys of commuting 


“Their entire being was reduced to a 
monotonous dead level of patience, 
resignation, dumb uncomplaining 
acceptance of what might befall them 
in life.” 
— Mark Twain 
A Connecticut Yankee at the 
Court of King Arthur 


not arrived. A cold mist hangs around the station. Com- 

muters stamp their feet to keep warm. Some huddle 
in the waiting room, but the heater does not work. They 
might as well freeze on the platform. Inside at the ticket 
office, two commuters politely ask why there has been no 
further information concerning the cancellation of the sched- 
uled train on which they depend. The operative behind the 
tough glass screen has no idea. People mutter among them- 
selves and one can overhear their resigned comments: 
“What’s the point of complaining, nothing changes’. 

By this time, the numbers on the modest platform have 
grown. Soon the platform is packed. Gradually, edging 
through the damp, freezing fog, a train appears. It is an 
electric unit, the type which first saw service in the 1960s. 
As it comes into view, the years of neglect show. One of the 
wheel units seems to be exuding smoke, as if an axle bear- 
ing has worn away. The wheels clank along the track — the 
clanking sound the result of “flats”, the railman’s term for 
those wheels on which excessive braking has levelled-out 
sections of the iron. (Or in other words, the wheel is no 
longer properly rounded!) 

Now usually, the 7.51 consists of eight coaches — ample 
space for the early morning London passengers, or as 
Connex refers to them: “customers”. But with the 7.51’s 
unfortunate cancellation (for whatever reason) the number 
of passengers has doubled. Commonsense — a rare com- 
modity in modern Britain — should surely dictate that the 
subsequent train be made up of double the number of car- 
riages. But commonsense was obviously not a word that 
appeared on Connex’s job description forms, for the next 
train to arrive offers “customers” just four carriages. 

People gasp with disbelief as the inadequate train pulls 
in. Soon we witness scenes reminiscent of the Tokyo un- 
derground at rush-hour, as hundreds press themselves into 
the standing-room-only coaches. The air is stale and indi- 
viduals seem uncomfortable standing so closely together. 
People seem edgy. Perhaps our solipsistic, atomised exist- 
ence spent in front of television sets and computers has 
made us unprepared for the company of other human be- 
ings. One begins to wonder how long it will be before the 
Harriet Harmanish woman carrying The Guardian starts to 
accuse the male commuters forced to stand next to her of 
“passive harassment”! 


i he time is 8.20 in the morning. The 7.51 train has 


Connex 
South-Eeastern 
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The Connex dis-service draws out of the station. Its 
poor, worn-out wheels slip on the rails. The train strug- 
gles to get its grip, groaning under the weight of the pale, 
cold, office-workers. The dirty windows begin to steam 
up. The smell of damp coats is overpowering. No-one has 
the sense, or courage, to open a window. Further down 
the carriage a couple exchange some words. Other people 
look horrified by this. Talking is just not the done thing 
on a train. Monosyllabic or just silent, the commuter is a 
strange, suspicious being. One wonders what would 
happen if a person collapsed in the carriage. How many 
people would “want to get involved”? 

Before long the countryside and greenbelt have given 
way to the dilapidated urban vista that is outer and inner 
London. Every piece of brickwork is covered in strange, 
spraypainted daubings — scenes more reminiscent of the 
Bronx than the capital city of England. In the wink of an 
eye, the painted stations whistle by — each one tatty and 
unwelcoming. At Victoria an announcement crackles 
across the concourses: “Connex regrets the late running 
of this train.” We are also told to keep our valuables with 
us at all times. On the walls, posters warn us of pickpockets 
and terrorism. Burger bars are doing a rapid trade. 
Human derelicts drift around selling The Big Issue. Like 
the “Eloi” — the decayed, enfeebled race in HG Wells’s 
The Time Machine — the hundreds, the thousands of 
commuters drift by. 

Yet itis England itself which is drifting by, with Connex 
South-East a symbol of the whole country’s modern 
disease of torpor and carelessness. That’s right, the com- 
muters never complain. It wouldn’t achieve anything. And 
that is precisely why we are now saddled with a federal 
Europe; with the liberal neurosis of political correctness; 
with a nation that in many ways can no longer think of 
itself as a nation. People have just given up. Brunel and 
the railway pioneers must be turning in their graves... O 
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Peter Gibbs writes from Maidstone 
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